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Abstract 
 
How can the Anglican Communion resolve its problems of internal ecumenism to overcome the threat 
of rupture that faces it at the beginning of the twenty-first century? 
Anglican identity is not monolithic but pluriform within the particularity of its tradition. The Anglican 
way of being Christian is one that is discursive rather than definitive, aware of its roots but open to 
new expression of itself – and aware of the conditionality of any expression of Church in this passing 
world. However, from time to time, there are tensions within the tradition between those who hold 
differing views. 
In 1867, facing the challenge of maintaining Anglican unity, Archbishop Longley summoned a 
meeting of Anglican bishops who sought collective understanding in a discursive, dialogic fashion 
and which evolved into a Lambeth Conference Tradition. The bishops sought the common mind of 
the Church on problematic questions, always aware of the mutability of their conclusions and often 
willing to change their view according to changed circumstances. In this way they sought to maintain 
Anglican unity and the principle of comprehension whereby the tradition sought to be inclusive of 
diversity. 
The Sixth Conference in 1920 sought to address the wider question of Christian unity by employing 
the same methodology. The Appeal to All Christian People was intended to draw the churches into 
engagement with one another to overcome their differences and achieve a degree of ecclesial unity. 
Reconciliation of Christians with each other was set at the heart of ecumenical discourse and bore 
fruit in important ways. 
This thesis proposes that the same methodology can and should be deployed to address the disputes 
that exist within the Anglican Communion at the beginning of the twenty-first century. The Lambeth 
Conference Tradition is an essential element in Anglican heritage that Anglicans may only ignore at 
their peril. 
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Preface 
 
 
Much that is Anglican is rooted in Canterbury.  
My own priestly identity has been formed by the Diocese of Canterbury and by the University that 
shares its name with our Cathedral. I have lived, studied and worshipped in or near the city all my 
adult life and it does seem a good place to begin an exploration of Anglican identity. Indeed, the 
incident that gave form to this piece of research took place in that same Cathedral Church of Christ. 
I am grateful to the Diocese of Canterbury for its generous support from the Continuing Ministerial 
Education Fund during this research. My development as a researcher has been enriched by the 
common life of the research community of Canterbury Christ Church University and I have been 
fortunate to receive advice and encouragement from a range of academic staff here. They include 
Prof. Gareth Jones, Dr. Leonie Hicks, Dr. Ralph Norman, the Revd Dr. Jeremy Law and particularly 
my First Supervisor, the Revd. Dr. Ivan Khovacs. Archival materials are critical to the argument of 
this thesis and it would not have been possible to write it without the assistance of the archivists of 
Lambeth Palace Library and of Canterbury Cathedral. 
The support, and tolerance, of my family and of the congregation of Swalecliffe, St. John the Baptist 
have been essential. Particularly, this is so of my wife and if a thesis is to be dedicated, this one 
should certainly be dedicated to her. 
 
David van Krieken Vannerley, 
Canterbury Christ Church University, 
on the Commemoration of King Alfred the Scholar, 2015. 
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Introduction 
From the past into the future by way of the present 
 
The investigation of an event by a theologian should not be merely a matter of antiquarian interest but 
should be undertaken so that the insights gained might be of service to the people of God. Some while 
ago, the writer was duty visitor chaplain in Canterbury Cathedral when a visitor demanded in an 
aggressive manner: 
 ‘Are you Orthodox?’  
In conversation, it became clear that he did not mean ‘are you a Russian’ or ‘do you recite the symbol 
of Nicaea-Constantinople with integrity’ but rather ‘do you subscribe to my version of the Anglican 
way’. His remark leads us to a fundamental question: what is an Anglican? This thesis interrogates 
Anglican heritage to answer that question. The twenty-first Century Anglican Communion is riven by 
disputes of which that incident is emblematic. Arguments have been conducted with a degree of 
narrowness. Accusations of disloyalty and infidelity have been made against opponents who are 
accused of pursuing innovatory and destructive ideas. 
This thesis argues that the Communion needs to recover confidence in the possibility of consultation 
and debate represented by the Lambeth Conference tradition. In that tradition Anglicans – even when 
in profound disagreement – have sought to work together, within their common heritage, to resolve 
those things that can be resolved and to devise strategies to cope with those things that cannot be 
resolved. Perhaps Dark was right to criticise the Conferences as debating societies but it is in debate 
that we learn about each other and from each other – and begin to discern the means by which we 
might honour each other.1 
The Communion needs to recover the broad and eirenical spirit represented by the 1920 Appeal to All 
Christian People so that it can look beyond narrow denominationalism. The Communion must regain 
the vision of the fullness of the Church that the Lambeth fathers caught by looking not for difficulties 
but for opportunity.2 
A study of the Appeal in its own right, and within its Conference tradition context, is a timely 
reminder that Anglicanism contains within its patrimony the resources for reconciliation and 
fellowship; it is in the spirit of that search for an Anglican future that this work has been undertaken. 
                                                   
1
 Dark, S (1930) The Lambeth Conferences; London, Eyre and Spottiswoode; 76. 
2
 This thesis follows a convention whereby Church, capitalised, refers to the One Church rather than the 
separated and denominationalised churches, except when included in church names. 
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a. Scope and Methodology 
This thesis is concerned with the ecclesiological perspectives that enliven the self-understanding of 
the Anglican tradition as it is focused in the debates and resolutions of the successive Lambeth 
Conferences. Lambeth 6, particularly through its Appeal to All Christian People, gives us a lens 
through which we can examine the question of what it is to be part of the Anglican tradition. 
The London residence of the Archbishops of Canterbury is Lambeth Palace. When Abp. Longley was 
persuaded to gather together the bishops with whom he was in full communion in an innovative 
meeting in 1867, it was natural that he should make use of the state rooms in the palace for its four 
days of meetings. Referred to as the Pan-Anglican Conference in its early days, the name Lambeth 
Conference became the normal title.3 The name continues in use even though the Conferences have, 
in fact, been held in Canterbury at the University of Kent since 1978.4 The term Pan-Anglican 
remained in occasional use until at least 1897 when the Daily News described the expression as 
‘hideous’;5 the origin of the term is unknown.6  
The conference was immediately seen as an important departure for the Anglican Communion and, it 
was hoped, the means by which the Communion might be held in union without its member churches 
floating apart into a state of being ‘independent’ and ‘isolated branches of the Catholic Church’.7 The 
Conference was seen from the outset as a means of unification for Anglicans. Further, in time, it 
began to be viewed as a possible instrument with which to secure a greater unity within the wider 
Christian tradition. 
Although there were deeply unsettling events in the background of Lambeth 1, particularly regarding 
Natal, the conference was not called to discuss those events so much as to give the opportunity for 
mutual fellowship and support between the bishops. That those bishops were drawn from every 
continent was something that had occurred in an unplanned and unexpected way: wherever English 
people had travelled and traded, the Anglican Church had followed. As early as 1578, Cranmer’s 
service of Holy Communion was used on the shores of Hudson Bay and only nine years later the first 
recorded baptism in the New World took place.8 A similar story may be told for many other places 
                                                   
3
 E.g. by the critical Magee of Peterborough, Morgan, D (1967) Bishops come to Lambeth (Rev. Ed.) London, 
Mowbray; 81.  
4
 Lambeth 10 was too large to be accommodated at Lambeth and was held in and around Church House 
Westminster, 462 bishops attended together with almost a hundred observers and consultants; Stephenson, 
A.M.G. (1978) Anglicanism and the Lambeth Conference, London, SPCK; 239. 
5
 1st July, 1897. 
6
 Hobhouse, W (1908) A Sketch of the first four Lambeth Conferences; London, SPCK, mentions a Latin use in 
1236 cited, he says, by Lyndwood in 1679 ‘Concilliam pan Anglicanum Londini habitum’, it is not known who 
first applied it to the 1867 meeting of bishops. 
7
 The Canadian bishops’ letter, App. 1. 
8
 Morgan 20, cf. AChC (2011); Robert Woolfall baptised the infant Virginia Dare at Roanoke Island, N.C. 
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and by 1867 there were more Anglican bishops outside the British Isles than within.9 The conference 
was the vehicle by which the Anglican Communion first began to struggle to have a sense of itself as 
something that was broader and deeper than simply as the Church of England Abroad. In the 
development of the Conference tradition we may see the first dawning of a realisation that the 
Anglican way might be a significant thread in the tapestry of world Christianity.10 
The Appeal is about the unity of the Church. Although the themes of Christian reunion and 
communion emerged right at the outset of the series of Conferences, Lambeth 6 brought the question 
sharply into focus. In a charming pen picture, Morgan portrays a group of bishops experiencing a 
significant moment of clarity over Sunday afternoon tea on the lawn at Lambeth Palace; they were 
moved to make an appeal to other Christians that the churches should reunite.11 As we shall see in 
Chapter Seven, the reality of this event was somewhat more complex but the fact that it has not been 
fully described should not subtract from the significance of the moment.  
From a desire for reunion arises naturally the question of what the requirements for reunion might be. 
The bishops returned to earlier statements that had evolved into what is now called the Chicago-
Lambeth Quadrilateral (1888): a statement of things regarded as so essential that, if agreement could 
be reached upon them, then intercommunion might be established and visible union restored. By 
defining the matters upon which there must be agreement the bishops were obliged to say how they 
thought Anglicans might self-identify in order to seek the agreement of others. 
The bishops had a sense of an urgent need for Christians to be as one, in a visibly united Church and 
sought to make their appeal in a way that clarified what the ecclesiological issues in need of resolution 
might be. What were the things upon which Christians must agree in order to be in communion? Why 
was a new statement needed? Could Anglicans not have turned to the historic formularies of the 
Anglican tradition? Unfortunately not; those formularies do not address such questions, their 
conceptual framework depends on the notion that the Church of England is simply the ancient Church 
of the land and that is has no distinctive beliefs beyond those set out in the Catholic Creeds.12 This 
thesis is focused on Lambeth 6 which brought the ecumenical discussions of the previous conferences 
into particularly sharp relief. Crucially, it proposed a mean to bring reunion. The effect was to give 
Anglicans both consent and encouragement to work actively with their ecumenical partners as the 
twentieth century progressed. 
  
                                                   
9
 The Archbishop was then still described as ‘Primate of the United Church of England and Ireland’; Davidson, 
R.T. (1920) The Five Lambeth Conferences, London, SPCK. 
10
 Cf. Williams, R.D. (2008) Better Bishops for the sake of a Better Church.  
www.lambethconference.org/lc2008/news/news.cfm/2008/4/23; accessed 22nd March, 2011. 
11
 Cf. Morgan 108. 
12
 Contra Sykes who asserts that Anglican tradition has one distinctive belief, viz. that it has no distinctive 
beliefs. Sykes, S. (1996) Unashamed Anglicanism;  London, DLT; xii. 
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1. The argument of this Thesis 
The argument of this thesis develops thus: 
In the 1860s the Anglican Communion was threatened with disunion. The bishops came together in 
Conference to address the Communion’s difficulties, forming what is now called an Instrument of 
Unity. The consultative, non-coercive method adopted provided a means by which Anglicans could 
understand their divergent views and so discover commonality between themselves.13 
The expectation was that through debate participants would come to understand the collective mind of 
the communion on problematic issues and also seek to discern the acceptable range of views within 
the communion. However, the conclusions reached have always been conditional and mutable; there 
are clear examples of the Communion changing its collective mind. 
Conference’s views have never had legislative force. Any authority they have is because of the 
endorsement of bishops who, within their respective provinces, are charged with being the focus of 
unity and with maintaining the authenticity of the tradition, particularly in terms of maintaining the 
integrity of teaching in the context of the Historic Formularies. 
The development of Anglican self-understanding through debate, in mutual respect and commitment 
and by seeking shared understanding is particularly exemplified by the 1920 Appeal to All Christian 
People. It is a generous and open-hearted approach that seeks to maintain the Anglican principle of 
comprehension yet without calling into questions the spiritual value of the gifts that Christian 
traditions might bring to one another in a process of convergence. 
As in 1860, the early twenty-first century Communion is threatened by disunion. Despite the 
significant progress made towards external reconciliation with other Christian traditions on the basis 
of the Appeal’s approach, the Communion has not yet resolved the problems of its own internal 
ecumenism. For example, how is the Bible to be read by Anglicans? Lambeth 1 was exercised by 
Colenso of Natal. His publications seemed to challenge contemporary understanding about the 
accuracy of the text of Scripture.14 In the early twenty-first Century the issue is about the degree to 
which the text of Scripture was conditioned by the society from which it arose. Over 150 years the 
Communion appears not to have resolved the problem about its own understanding of the normative 
Christian text. These issues will be particularly examined in the fourth section of the thesis. The 
Communion has faced conflict in the past. The route to resolution was found in the consultative 
process between the bishops in Conference.  
                                                   
13
 Non-coercive here means that the Conference does not reach enforceable decisions but rather that the 
discussions express the mind of the gathered bishops on a particular subject. 
14
 See Chapter Two, especially Note 141. 
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If fullness of communion is to be restored between all Anglicans, the Communion needs to recover 
the goodwill to debate the issues through the traditional means of a conference of the bishops who 
will attend to one another, honouring their divergent views and seeking thereby to come to a common 
mind. That is why Anglicans need to reappropriate the attitudes and methodology advocated by their 
own tradition – and particularly in the 1920 Appeal. 
This study elucidates the Lambeth Conference ecclesiology and methodology as a potential tool to 
resolve the challenging issues facing that the Anglican Communion. The Appeal made by the bishops 
in 1920 is a pivotal statement of Anglican ecclesiology and demands the present attention of Anglican 
theologians, for the sake of the future well-being of the Communion. 
2. Methodology  
Unfortunately, ecclesiological theoretical writing is underdeveloped; there have been very few 
modern academic studies in the area apart from the work of Avery, Cardinal Dulles. He proposes that 
there have been a series of models of self-description deployed by ecclesiologists, coloured by the 
predominant civic model of an epoch.15 Similarly, Curtis describes the Anglican Communion as 
having the same character as the British Commonwealth: a free association of independent bodies, 
owing some kind of allegiance or respect to an authority figure.16  
Dulles’s ecclesial identity colours his approach. The idea of the teaching magisterium of the church 
encourages Roman Catholic writers to produce confident metanarratival work: it is not so for 
Anglicans. Such recent Anglican ecclesiological writing as there is tends to be descriptive of Anglican 
ecclesial life rather than proposing theoretical understandings. There is no modern Anglican writer or 
schema  with the same dominant theoretical standing. The lack of theoretical work by Anglicans is a 
feature of the more general absence of confessional writing in the tradition: there are neither Anglican 
Institutes nor confessional statements. So that, for example, while Hooker gave a great gift to 
Anglicans his work remains a theological study commanding interest rather than obedience.17 Work 
for an Anglican ecclesiologist is therefore all the more challenging. 
History and theology are aligned in their interpretive nature, thus one might describe ecclesiology as 
lying on the border between them. Yet, theology has distinctive concerns and understandings. The 
theologian seeks to understand the historical process because it has the potential to reveal the activity 
                                                   
15
 Dulles, A. (1987) Models of the Church New York, Doubleday. 
16
 Curtis, W.R. (1968) Lambeth Conference, The ; New York, AMS; 283 & 333: this analogy does not take full 
account of the distinct contribution of the American church with its insistence on the independence of the 
constituents of the Communion (Cf. Ingram, T.R. (1959) Lambeth Unity and Truth; Bellaire TX, St Paul Press; 
13, 37). Sachs notes the development of independent Anglican churches in parallel with the development of the 
colonial legislatures leading to the growth of vibrant post-colonial churches that are recognisably Anglican yet 
also fully enculturated (Sachs, W.L. (2002) Transformation of Anglicanism, The; Cambridge, CUP; 164). 
17
 Primarily The Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity (1594). 
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of God in human society. Historical theologians are engaged in reading ‘the signs of the times’ in 
obedience to Christ.18 The recollection that some historians employ interpretive metanarratives in the 
same way that particular Christian traditions do, serves only to reinforce the impression of similarity. 
We might say that a Marxist historian will take a similar approach to her work as a Catholic 
ecclesiologist will – using the source material as a means to advance a particular view of issues. Stake 
places explanation and understanding at the heart of all qualitative research and those intellectual 
activities are key features of the work of both the historian and the theologian.19 
The world, particularly to those theologians of a Barthian outlook, is the arena in which the salvation 
project is worked out, thus historical events are part of salvation history. Additionally, Christians see 
God’s critical acts of salvation as being rooted in historic events – be it the Exodus or the 
Resurrection. The history of the people of God is therefore not only the history of the people but also, 
in some sense, the history of God as well. Theologians studying the historical record are engaged in 
an essentially prophetic role of interpretation and, like the Scriptural prophets, seek to make the fruits 
of their study available to the Church so that it might understand and participate in God’s mission in 
the world. Engagement with the historical sources is not, therefore, merely a matter of antiquarian 
interest but a way on drawing on those resources in order to inform our present thinking. 
Similarly, while the Church can be described as an institution, it is also described, theologically, as 
‘the body of Christ’.20 Historians can quite reasonably write about the story of the Church – its 
characters, events and significance – but it is the role of the theologian to reflect on the inner life of 
the Church. They seek to take the study beyond the historical and into the theological, despite initial 
dependence on historiographical resources.  
The thesis adopts a Case Study method to make a thorough analysis and interpretation of source 
material relating to the Lambeth Conference tradition. The interpretation is grounded in an exhaustive 
examination of the archival material enabling an exploration of the documentation and events of the 
conferences. Close reading of the texts has therefore been an essential tool in the treatment of the 
sources. The outcomes of such interpretation are then subjected to further theological reflection and 
analysis in order to generate the ecclesiological understandings that are the ultimate ambition for the 
present writing. 
Holliday argues that case study format is appropriate where one is undertaking the investigation of a 
bounded system, such as an institution.21 Case Study methodology allows us to develop ‘an in-depth 
description and analysis of the case’ that aids deep understanding of the issues highlighted in the 
                                                   
18
 Cf. Mt 16.3; Scripture citations are from NRSV (1995) (Anglicised Ed.) Oxford, OUP. 
19
 Stake, RE  (1995)  The Art of Case Study Research; London, Sage; 37. 
20
 I Cor. 12.12ff. 
21
 Holliday, A. (2008) Doing and Writing Qualitative Research (2nd Ed.), London, Sage; 16. 
13 
 
research questions.22 The method also permits engagement with a wide range of evidence. Yin 
identifies six – documents, archival records, interviews, direct observations, participant-observations 
and physical artefacts.23  The empiricist historiographer Marwick extends this to some thirteen 
categories of primary source material including several documentary forms, family and personal 
sources, the artefacts of popular culture, physical/archaeological artefacts, literary and artistic sources, 
observed behaviour and surviving customs.24 The richness of the archive relating to the 1920 Lambeth 
Conference is so great that almost all of Marwick’s categories are represented in the sources. We find 
official and personal papers, photographs and artefacts, including a very striking necklace.25 There is a 
wealth of documentation giving context to the Conferences, including ephemera and newspaper 
cuttings. The diaries of the participants are included, as well as personal letters to non-participants. 
Even the printed Conference texts may unexpectedly yield a personal touch when they have been 
annotated by known individuals in their own hands. 
The character of this research is formed by the intellectual milieu of the Anglican tradition; it 
therefore reflects an understanding of the Church and the world from within, but not limited to, the 
range of Anglican perspectives. Understanding the origin, character and impact of the Appeal throws 
light on what it meant to be an Anglican in 1920 and, it is argued, also in 2020. The Anglican way of 
being Christian is revealed in the documents and debates; thus we may see that reaching an 
ontological understanding is essential to the present writing; it is its raison d’être.26 
The thesis emerges from the writer’s situation as an Anglican priest who has observed several of the 
Lambeth Conferences from a Canterbury side-line and as a matter of current practice is actively 
concerned with seeking clarity about the nature of Anglican identity.27 A particular impetus to this 
question was given by spending eighteen months as a County Ecumenical Officer, in which role the 
writer had to become quickly fluent in a range of Christian dialects. One needed to converse with 
Salvationists as a Salvationist, as a Catholic with Catholics and with all as an Ecumenist. That 
experience forces one to ask where, in all of that, is one’s own true identity? How does one speak 
Anglican: indeed, is there such a dialect? 
Work like this thesis is concerned with deep issues of self-identity; it is likely to be more intensely 
value-laden than if one were to be conducting, for example, an empirical investigation of a physical 
phenomenon. Therefore, the interplay between the material, the writer and the reader must be 
acknowledged.28 There is a particular ecclesiological problem because the Anglican study of Christian 
                                                   
22
 Creswell 78. 
23
 Yin, R.K. (2003) Case Study Research: Design and Method (3rd Ed) London, Sage 86. 
24
 Marwick, A (2001) New Nature of History, The; Basingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan: 166. 
25
 The Davidson Amethysts, now an heirloom of Lambeth but originally a gift to Mrs. Davidson. 
26
 Use of ontological here should not be taken as presuming that there is some fixed core to Anglican thought. 
27
 Holliday 23. 
28
 Creswell 179. 
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history has been especially identified with the Catholic tradition within the Anglican spectrum, the 
tradition to which the writer belongs. The study of Church history is important to Catholic Anglicans 
because it is seen as the route by which they may find validation for their claim to be both Anglican 
and yet in continuity with the wider western catholic heritage. A writer from that tradition therefore 
has to engage with issues around self-understanding and self-justification and also to be clear about 
the role that self-understanding plays in the interpretation of the evidence. Consequently, a high 
degree of integrity in identifying and discussing the values that shape this developing present 
narrative is essential.  
This thesis is a piece of theological writing that derives its evidence from historical records. Insofar as 
it is based within an historical narrative, however, it is important to use appropriately sound historical 
methodology in the gathering of information and its analysis. The writing lies somewhere on the 
boundary between historiography and theology and therefore must deploy methodologies defensible 
in terms of both disciplines. However, all evidence may be subjected to degrees of interpretation. The 
researcher, for example, may impose their own values or views upon the outcomes of processing the 
source materials, conforming their results to dominant ideas in their own milieu or era. The search for 
the ‘scientific account’ of the past has proved fruitless in the face of the inevitably interpretive role of 
the historian. Historians have now discovered that their texts are as much subject to a hermeneutic 
process as those with which theologians seek to engage. King summarises the approach of twenty-first 
century historians by writing, ‘We go to the archive not to find the answers but to articulate better 
questions.’29 The historian therefore seems as much an exegete as the theologian.  
Significant material came to light that had not been considered in academic writing before. Was its 
obscurity significant? Why had its significance remained unrealised?  This thesis argues that the 
material is of value because it enriches our understanding of personalities and events of the 
Conference; it allows us to draw alongside the participants. Further, if it enhances our 
understanding of their ecclesiology it opens the possibility of our understanding our own 
ecclesiologies as expressions of a continuing Anglican discourse about the Church.  
4. Studying the Church 
Ecclesiological writing is concerned with the nature of the Church.30 As theological writing, it deploys 
a range of assets to promote reflection including those drawn from historical sources. Hence it can be 
seen as standing near a boundary between historiography and theology. However, ecclesiology cannot 
be seen as purely historical writing because the self-understanding of the Christian community is that 
                                                   
29
 King 18. 
30
 Cf. McGrath A. (1999) Ecclesiology in Blackwell Encyclopaedia of Modern Christian Thought; Oxford, 
Blackwell; 127: ‘formerly the science of the building and decoration of churches … ecclesiology now stands for 
the study of the nature of the Church’. 
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the Church is not merely an institution but has further dimensions to its existence that are best 
described in what, for the time being, might be called paradigmatic terms.31  
The central conundrum is that while the Church describes itself as, in some sense, a divine institution, 
it is simultaneously a human institution; it is both soteriological and sociological. The Church may be 
a human construct but it believes itself to have the potential to mediate grace, to be the agency 
through which the Kingdom of God might operate and to be a foretaste of that very kingdom.32 If the 
life of God is inherently present in the Church, as Christians believe, it cannot be categorised as 
merely a kind of club, people become members as a result of the Holy Spirit working in them.33 
Dulles, naturally, writes as a Roman Catholic who sees his church as the Church and his writing takes 
little account of other Christian traditions. Others will write from the perspective of their own 
traditions. The very range of Christian belief and practice leads us to ask whether there can be a single 
ecclesiological metanarrative when we are confronted with the distinguishing ecclesiologies of the 
denominations: are we able to see beyond diversity to unity? 
Christian thinking about the Church is rooted in Scripture, particularly in a small number of passages 
where Christ describes it in language that is, broadly speaking, metaphorical.34 The difficulty is that 
the language that Christ reportedly used is not directly about the Church as an institution, so much as 
about the Kingdom of God or the People of God. So, for example, the Fourth Gospel has a series of 
passages that reflect upon the relationship between Christ and his people as being like the connection 
between the trunk of the vine plant and its other physical elements.35 As such, this is a relational 
description which is difficult then to apply to the Church as a structured society. 
Consequently, Christians have been more likely to employ the language used by Paul, writing to the 
Roman and Corinthian churches, describing a society in which there are clear roles, ‘Some are 
Apostles, some are Prophets’.36 Some members of the Church are called, or appointed, to particular 
functions, about which there is agreed understanding within the community. The Church, as the body 
of Christ, has a range of ‘organs’ of varying honour but all of which are essential to the health of the 
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community.37 Part of the task, then, is to understand the particularity of the Anglican reading of those 
Scriptures in order to see how those roles may be fulfilled in this one way of being Christian. 
Christ called disciples, ‘Come, follow me’.38 He seems to have given them some direction as to the 
future at about the time of his death or post-resurrection appearances, ‘Go into the world and make 
disciples’.39 He does not appear to have made any provision for future leadership beyond the 
disciples. When the death of Judas Iscariot creates a vacancy amongst the Twelve we are told that, 
after appropriate preparation, the remaining Apostles selected a replacement to restore their number.40 
They also appointed others to assist them as they felt it not to be part of their role to ‘wait at tables’41 
implying that the Church’s subsequent orders of ministry were of the Church’s own devising rather 
than part of the explicit intention of Christ although, it must be said, that these appointments were 
made in the context of community prayer and reflection that would have made the community 
confident that they had fulfilled Christ’s will.42 
Thus, the apparent absence of clear direction from Christ about how a continuing society of people 
obedient to his teachings might be organised means that the Church has been free to take an adaptive 
stance, so Dulles, but also that there is no consensus about the Church. In Creswell’s language, there 
is no Ecclesiological Rainbow, no agreed metanarrative.43 How do Anglicans give expression to the 
ministry of the Church and of Christians? We shall see that the study of the Lambeth Conference 
Tradition allows us to draw important conclusions about the way that the Communion has sought to 
address these questions. 
  
                                                   
37
 Similarly Ephesians 4.11 although this may not be Pauline, cf. Dunn, J.D.G (1998) Theology of Paul the 
Apostle, The; Edinburgh, Clarks: 13. 
38
 Mk 1.17. 
39
 Mt 28.18. 
40
 Acts 1.26; why they did so is unclear, later losses do not seem to have led to similar elections: surmising that 
the number of apostles might reflect the number of patriarchs seems only to add to our puzzlement; the Fourth 
Gospel records a tradition that one would be lost (Jn. 17.10) but no apparent instruction from Christ that a 
replacement should be found. 
41
 Acts 6.2. 
42
 Casting lots was consistent with the Jewish understanding that they revealed the divine will; similarly, the 
Pope of Alexandria is still ultimately selected by a young child choosing one of three slips of paper from the 
cathedral altar; cf. Ex.28.30. 
43
 Creswell (1994) 82. 
17 
 
c. The Sources and Literatures 
The events and ideas current within the Conference Tradition are fundamental to later thinking about 
Anglican identity. Examination of the literature clarifies the root question of how Anglican tradition 
might be defined: ‘what is an Anglican?44 If we are to discover the significance of Lambeth 6 and its 
Appeal, our starting point must lie in the close examination of the events and documentation of the 
conference itself. Central to this is the Conference record held at Lambeth and especially the short-
hand contemporaneous notes made during the plenary debates. We may also examine the written 
outcomes, such as the Encyclical Letter , and the debates, resolutions and reports upon which they are 
based.45 Such material is available in the printed record and held in the library resources of this 
university, in the library of Lambeth Palace and the library of Canterbury Cathedral. There are also 
secondary writings relating to Lambeth 6. These fall into two broad categories; first, contemporary 
polemic works exploring the ideas and methods advocated in the Appeal and, second, subsequent 
biographical and autobiographical writing relating to participating bishops. 
Lambeth Palace Library holds about one hundred printed items relating to the conferences from 1866 
to 1923, including some ephemera, as well as folders of miscellaneous press cuttings and the like.46 
There are orders of service and printed sermons that either relate to or were preached at the 
conferences’ main acts of worship. About half the holdings relate to only two Conferences because of 
the controversy surrounding the first and the excitement caused by the Appeal. The tally does not 
include the multiple holdings of the Encyclicals translated into a wide range of languages.47 The 
British Library Integrated Catalogue indicates that the Lambeth collection contains all but a very 
small number of relevant printed works.48 Even so, a few important items were found in Canterbury 
Cathedral Library that were not in either of the major collections. 
The Archive Indices list some eighty-five folders of directly related material in the Lambeth 
Conference and Davidson series, as well as others in the Bell, Lang, Bishops’ Meetings and 
Miscellaneous Series.49 Davidson’s staff were assiduous in filing the documentation regarding the 
Conference, consequently there is a rich and textured collection of material giving considerable 
insight into the process and progress of the 1920 Conference. However, the arrangement of the folios 
sometimes means that it is not easy to follow the story of what was happening within the Conference 
from within a single source folder. Further, there are significant gaps in the material, Davidson, for 
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example, did not keep a continuous journal, only producing memoranda when requested. Where one 
might hope this material could be supplemented from his chaplain’s diary, we find that Bell seldom 
wrote at length or usefully; his office workbooks are more helpful as he generally kept his original 
notes of meetings as well as the later typescript minutes.  
The general and academic printed literature associated with the study of the Lambeth Conferences has 
a character derived from the nature of the Conference sequence itself: it is cyclical.50 As the time of a 
conference approaches there will be preparatory writings which typically summarise the proceedings 
of previous conferences, listing the participants, the resolutions adopted, the reports published and the 
Encyclicals. Following a conference there will be a short period of publication of works of 
commentary, the range of which will depend on the topicality or controversy of the resolutions. There 
will then be a temporary cessation of relevant writing for half-a-dozen years, or so, apart from 
biographical material in the memoirs of particular bishops. For example, shortly before Lambeth 3, a 
history of the first two Conferences was prepared by Davidson who was, again, due to be a member of 
the conference secretariat.51 This volume was revised and reissued prior to Lambeth 4 taking its final 
form in 1920 as The Five Lambeth Conferences, described on the title page as a compilation under 
Davidson’s direction by Honor Thomas.52  
Later literature is noticeably dependent on the 1920 version as the most readily available source of 
information even though it is quite abbreviated in form and gives no detail about the conference 
debates. In part, this may be due to a clear feeling that the debates should be kept private, within 
which there was a general understanding that the record may be consulted but not directly cited. The 
restriction on citation was still in place when Stephenson wrote about Lambeth 1 but is no longer 
applied; unrestricted access has been given to this researcher.53  
The great advantage of Davidson’s compilation is that he had been present at the Conferences and had 
an unrivalled overview of the conference proceedings across three decades. His repeated emphasis is 
that the bishops gathered for consultation and for fellowship; the Conference was not to be seen as in 
any sense a legislative body.54 The book gives the key texts of the conference tradition up to that 
point, including the Encyclicals and Resolutions. Davidson’s book also includes committee reports 
and attendance lists to provide compact coverage of the information which a new bishop might need 
to have to understand the workings of the conference.  In a letter to Robertson, late bishop of Exeter, 
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Davidson writes that, ‘the Five Lambeth Conferences gives, in handy form, the whole acts of all the 
five Conferences with an excellent index’.55 
Davidson’s material repeatedly reappears in later works.56 Even Fisher’s volume has an introductory 
chapter that is largely dependent on Thomas’s work, notwithstanding the intention of his Preface to 
make ‘a new start’ with his volume.57 The accumulated materials of the conferences were by this 
stage becoming increasingly difficult to present with clarity and Fisher’s volume, whilst despairing of 
the production of an Index for itself, offers an appendix with a helpful selection of resolutions 
arranged thematically and by date order.58 This appendix shows the development of thought within 
the conference tradition on particular subjects showing that, in some respects, conference thinking has 
come to the point of contradicting or reversing previously held positions.59 
Dark used Davidson as his principal source to produce a popular and readable introduction for his 
Anglo-Catholic readership prior to Lambeth 7 (1930). Dark was editor of the Church Times and 
somewhat forthright, ‘I confess I have little faculty for impartiality’.60 The bulk of the text is a well-
crafted selection of quotations from the Conference documentation but one made from an Anglo-
Catholic standpoint. For example, there is a longer section on the revival of religious communities 
within Anglicanism than one might have expected, with a degree of advocacy for that movement.61 
He criticises the Conferences’ lack of authority, describing them as little more than ‘debating 
societies’, not least because they do not address issues that he held important, especially the rise of the 
Anglo-Catholic movement.62 The great concern of his volume is that the questions around the South 
Indian union scheme should be fully understood by his Anglo-Catholic constituency, he argues that 
the scheme has significant implications for their understanding of episcopacy; it is, then, a book 
intended to prepare those of his outlook for what was to come. Unsurprisingly, Dark dwells at length 
on Lambeth 6’s reassertion of the importance of the episcopate to the unity of the Church, particularly 
the language of the Appeal that describes the episcopate as the one means of providing a united 
ministry for a future united Church.63 
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Likewise Morgan’s The Bishops come to Lambeth was published a year before Lambeth 9 (1958) and 
then reissued with amendments prior to Lambeth 10.64 More relaxed in tone and aimed at those who 
were interested in the conference process but not themselves attending as bishops, it is primarily a 
piece of popular writing, following in the steps of Heywood’s About the Lambeth Conference.65 
Morgan’s text is unlike Davidson’s writing of record but is free of Dark-like partisanship. Morgan 
found himself unable to explain any one particular conference without going back into the history of 
the conference sequence – and beyond that to the question of why there were Anglican bishops in 
every continent.66 Morgan seeks to explain why the Conferences took place and to interpret them - 
rather than simply recording the event and its outcomes. He describes the growth of the Communion 
and the eventual concern that it might begin to disintegrate without some central means of 
communication. The process is well described but without any critical apparatus, the researcher is 
often left frustrated at the lack of indication as to the source of some of the assertions – or indeed the 
identity of individuals referred to in the text. Use of this book therefore requires a deal of supportive 
reading and investigation in order to allow one to deploy the insights that it contains. Stephenson 
criticises the book for having ‘many minor errors’ but still admits its value as an introductory text.67 
Morgan’s contribution to the process of interpreting the conference tradition is his proposal that no 
one Conference can be detached from its context within the Tradition.  Such understanding is 
supported by other writers and, indeed, Herklotts extends Morgan’s notion of the progression of 
conference tradition thought by seeking to root its origins before the First Conference – in the 
celebrations of the 150th Jubilee of the Society for the Propagation of the Gospel (SPG) (1851) during 
which significant informal discussions between British and American bishops took place.68 
Heywood’s slight volume, a paperback account of the Conference series, is interesting as a popular 
account not intended for bishops. The description of previous conferences is very brief, barely filling 
two dozen pages, and is derived from Davidson (1920).69 He includes a brief chapter describing the 
buildings at Lambeth and asserts:  
‘that the character of the Lambeth Conference is dependent on it being in the close contained 
quarters of Lambeth Palace, with its intimacy and the opportunities for informal talks in the 
gardens ... its character and its usefulness might be affected if it ceased to assemble from 
diverse parts of the earth at Lambeth Palace’.70  
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His third chapter rehearses the published agenda for Lambeth 7, noting the recurring themes between 
the conferences and emphasising the consistent defence of episcopacy. Interestingly, his fourth 
chapter introduces a selection of the major figures, giving a short paragraph to each and also to some 
prominent bishops from overseas provinces but not the US, ‘there are too many Americans of 
distinction to include’.71 His writing is very much a popular piece with little additional material of 
worth apart from his own observations – though these, sadly, are very limited. 
Stephenson’s Anglicanism and the Lambeth Conferences builds on his first book, the only academic 
study of Lambeth 1, providing a broad and reliable introduction to the conference series.72 However, it 
too is part of the cyclical literature being timed to appear shortly before Lambeth 11 (1978) with a 
foreword by Abp. Coggan, commending the book to the attention of the bishops over whom he was 
shortly to preside.73 The strength of his work is that takes the important step of returning to original 
sources and providing detailed description of each of the first ten conferences. Crucially, he attempts 
an analysis of the impact of the series upon the progressive development of Anglican thought about 
Anglican tradition. By the time that Stephenson wrote the body of material concerning the 
conferences had become vast and unwieldy, so inevitably he has to be selective in what he discusses 
and while he criticises other writers for not dealing with particular issues, he is just as able to remark 
that the 1897 Committee Report on the critical study of Holy Scripture, ‘need not detain us’.74 
Lastly, we may note Coleman’s summary of Lambeth Resolutions which has an important 
introduction written by Owen Chadwick.75 This volume, however, is somewhat disappointing in that it 
has no commentary on the material that is presented and it is not possible for Chadwick to offer much 
interpretation in the relatively short piece he provides. He argues that the strength of the conferences 
lie in their weakness. He suggests that the meetings would not have been able to take place if they had 
been given any authority but that the fact of their happening for the fellowship of the bishops who 
attend has been of great benefit to the Communion. Further, the nature of the meeting gives it 
considerable authority, the Church has long looked to meetings of bishops to resolve the issues that 
face it and here, in some sense in the ancient image, was a meeting of bishops intended to do just that. 
This thesis has benefitted from the very extensive archive of digitised journal and newspaper articles 
that can now be accessed electronically.76 One may now read the Standard’s account of the first day 
of the First Conference, written by a reporter among the crowd outside Lambeth Palace, or seek the 
views of the Nottinghamshire Guardian as to the appropriateness of the agenda, or hear again the 
voice of the Wesleyan-Methodist Magazine’s deep concern about the possibility of increased 
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Tractarian influence on account of the creation of provincial synods.77 Such resources add richness to 
the description, enabling a greater depth of interpretation, but have not yet been extensively employed 
in the writing of church history because of past difficulty in accessing the material. 
 
d. Conclusion 
From the line of argument presented here four research questions arise: 
1. What was the milieu from which the Appeal arose? 
2. What were the immediate circumstances that caused the Appeal to be made? 
3. What was the contemporary impact of the Appeal within and beyond the communion?  
4. What is the present significance of the Appeal and the tradition for Anglican self-
understanding? 
The 1920 Conference was the sixth in the series. To understand it fully we need to know how the 
Conferences came to be and how they developed their particular way of thinking, here described as 
the Lambeth Conference Tradition. How did that tradition become so confident that it could make the 
Appeal? Critical analysis of the Conference antecedents and process is the business of Chapters One 
to Three; this will allow us to understand something of the milieu of the Appeal. 
Understanding how the bishops at Lambeth 6 came to make the Appeal is critical to our appreciation 
of the document.78 Within that process the guiding role of Davidson is of great importance. We need 
to appreciate the ecumenical context of their thinking and therefore to understand the development of 
the various iterations of the Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral. The second section, Chapters Four to 
Six, gives an account of the Quadrilateral, Davidson and the Conference in order to address the 
second research question, what were the immediate circumstances of the Appeal? 
Chapters Seven to Nine are concerned with the immediate impact of the Appeal. The genesis and 
significance of the Appeal for Anglicans will be considered particularly because of its potential to 
help us understand the modern conflicts within the communion. Through this analysis we will come 
somewhat closer to understanding Anglicans self-view. The Appeal has a complex textual history that 
raises as many ecclesiological questions for other traditions as it provides answers for Anglicans. 
Finally, Chapters Ten and Eleven will consider the significance of the Appeal for the twenty-first 
Century to understand the contribution that it might make to Anglican ecclesiological debate in our 
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own time. The assertion of this thesis is that the Appeal remains a document that requires our present 
attention as its ecclesiological perspective and methodological approach have the potential to resolve 
the new problems. 
Consequently, the thesis has two major components. The first is an exploration in historical theology 
making extensive use of archival material from the period between 1865 and 1926. Archival evidence 
is presented to elucidate the ecclesiology prevalent at that period. The second part is concerned with 
bringing those archival resources into dialogue with twenty-first century ecclesiological concerns, as a 
study in theological analysis and theorisation. 
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One: The context in which the Conference Idea emerged 
The first section of this thesis addresses the research question, ‘what was the milieu from which the 
Appeal to All Christian People arose?’ Chapter One investigates a necessary prior question: what 
was the context in which the idea of bringing the Anglican bishops together in consultation arose? 
Subsequent chapters will describe the growth of the Conference tradition and the writing of the 
Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral. The Appeal sought to engage other traditions with the ecclesiology 
expressed in the Quadrilateral; it was made in the context of a developed tradition of shared 
reflection and consultation by Anglican bishops ‘in Conference assembled’.79 Examining the origin 
and growth of that Conference tradition helps us to discover the roots of the Appeal’s ecclesiology. 
What was happening in the Victorian Church of England that allowed the idea of such conferences to 
emerge? Why did the Conferences become a feature of Anglican life? In addressing these questions 
we will see that there were two developments in the life of the Church of England that are of crucial 
importance: 
1. The church gained an awareness of the possibility of it taking independent action outside 
the inherited framework of the Anglican-Parliamentary monolith; 
2. The church gained an awareness of its being part of an international community of like 
churches: somehow the Church of England had brought forth an Anglican Communion. 
The Church of England underwent profound change during Victoria’s long reign, just as the society in 
which it was set had also done. Chadwick characterises the period as a search for ecclesiastical 
autonomy that had arisen from a renewal of its life matching the energetic and expansionist attitudes 
that can be seen as typifying people’s outlook in the Victorian era.80 As the efforts of missionary 
bishops overseas greatly extended Anglican presence in the world, new ways of being Anglican 
developed – away from the strictures of the English establishment.81  
Interaction between English Anglicans and overseas Anglicans fed developments in church life and 
the theological thought of both. American Anglicans witnessed a way of being Anglican that was 
outside establishment and proclaimed the liberty of the provinces to settle their own affairs that should 
not be understated. Debates and disputes within this increasingly international religious tradition made 
it necessary to find instruments of unity that could hold the communion together. 
There were at least four significant ecclesiological influences at work: 
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1. the change in the political role of the Church of England and its relationship with the 
apparatus of government; 
2. a revival of religious life that might be characterised as an activist attitude within the Church 
of England and the style of praxis which arose in consequence; 
3. English Anglicans increasingly had the experience of being part of a growing international 
ecclesial community and began to seek to understand the interplay between the different 
elements of that community; 
4. A series of disputes about the nature of Anglican belief raised serious questions about how 
such issues could be resolved at the provincial and supra-provincial levels. 
In the event it was the Canadian bishops who took the first initiative by proposing a Conference. Abp. 
Charles Longley, after some hesitation, decided to respond by inviting those bishops in communion 
with him to meet. 82 The time seemed right and the response of the church was broadly positive with 
the Americans and colonial churches being initially, it appears, somewhat more enthusiastic than the 
English. 
We should note that it was progress in transport technology that actually made the idea of holding 
such conferences feasible.83 Travel was becoming easier and faster, the means of travel less costly and 
accordingly communities were becoming less isolated. Anglicans were not the only Christians to 
decide to consult internationally: the Roman Catholic First Vatican council took place in 1869 and 
other traditions followed in due course. Contemporary commentators suggested that the Anglicans 
were seeking to steal the march on Rome.84 Some said the Methodist Ecumenical conference of 1881 
was held in imitation of Lambeth but in reality it was the case that international gatherings were now 
more practical and, therefore, more likely to be held.85 
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a. Stress and change in Victorian English Anglicanism 
1. The search for Autonomy.   
Chadwick characterised the essential change in the economy of the Church of England from 1840 
onwards as being a ‘search for an ecclesiastical autonomy’ that had previously neither been 
considered appropriate nor necessary. The Church of England was seen primarily as a department of 
state with a particular focus on the promotion of decency and orderliness;86 Sir Andrew Luck said as 
much in the Commons.87 The bishops were appointed with some care but essentially with a view to 
their political value to the government in the Lords. The organs of the church government, 
Convocation and the archiepiscopal courts, had been allowed to atrophy. There was an assumption 
that because they did nothing, they could do nothing – unless it be by express will of the crown, 
conveyed through the Prime Minister.  
When Lambeth 1 was called, some believed that as it had been called merely by the Archbishop, 
without crown authority, the debates would be ‘contrary to the laws of England and the safety and 
unity of the Church of England’, as an anonymous ex-M.P. put it.88 Such a high erastian view 
emphasised the danger to the Church of its acting independently of the Crown and especially the 
danger to the rights of the laity as voiced by their proper representatives, the House of Commons. 
Thus, any threat to the establishment was a threat to the future of the Church; Thirlwall of St. Davids 
stated in a published letter to Longley, opposing the Conference, that it was the establishment alone 
that held the Church together.89 
Similarly, JB Cardale, leader of the Irvingite secession in England, even though no longer in 
communion, was fiercely supportive of the establishment.90 He argued that the Church’s history 
showed that it cannot be held together by bishops alone, the coercive power of the state is also 
required. Were anything to weaken the establishment, the church would ‘break … into its warring 
parties and see its destruction’. A conference of bishops would undermine the control of the State over 
the Church. He angrily demanded to know what right the bishops had to address the rest of the 
Anglican Church with a ‘pretended authority’, not apparently realising that outside the three nations 
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of the establishment, the bishops were effectively the only authority in their provinces, not least in the 
United States – although that authority was exercised in a synodal context. 
Many maintained that Convocation could only debate matters remitted to it by the Crown. When it 
tentatively began to set its own agenda, MPs were surprised to receive opinions from the Government 
Law Officers that it was not acting illegally.91 Further it was discovered that, far from acting properly 
by proroguing the Canterbury Convocation after a few hours formal debate, the archbishops had been 
acting ultra vires by failing to obtain the consent of their suffragans for prorogation.92 Clerics and 
lawyers began to pay close attention to ancient statute and discovered that many assumptions about 
Convocation were false. Slowly, Convocation began to meet with purpose. Such regained vigour was 
limited by the inability to propose new canons without royal warrant and the need to be conscious of 
political reality: Convocation had to make haste slowly, lest Parliament take serious fright.  
Chadwick argues that since the 1832 Reform Act, the Commons had ceased to be Anglican, it was no 
longer an assembly of Anglican laity, as people of any persuasion could now stand for election. 
Therefore, it suited the government to have a church body to which it might turn for advice. 
Convocation was a place where church matters might be debated and that was an important safety-
valve because of the tension amongst Anglican clergy about developments within the Church.93 
Clergy who had a greater sense of the church than it being a department of the state were caused some 
distress by erastian views. Preaching on the achievements of Lambeth 1 Tyrwhitt said of the erastian 
view: 
It is not a startling novelty to find that men who do not believe in Christ do not believe in 
bishops, but we shall see ... that something has been gained and something has been done for 
the Church of Christ. The talk in this country is all against that organisation which has 
endured from Apostolic times’. ‘One part of the annoyance of the life of a bishop or of a 
minister of the Church of Christ in England is to hear his Master insulted for his wretched 
sake; to hear that the state is his Master and not Christ, that he is an official with a salary paid 
by the State; to be told he has no commission at all from Christ the Lord, no special work or 
special grace given him in any sense; that Christ the Lord never gave such grace to him or any 
bishop of any time; that, properly speaking, in the clerical sense there are no clergy; that all 
the church is a conventionality.94 
Thus erastianism held the danger of tying the Church so closely to government that it ceased to be a 
Christian society.  
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Accelerating changes in society meant that the post-Restoration model of the English establishment 
could no longer be sustained. Dissenters and Roman Catholics had to be politically engaged or 
unmanageable social pressures would have built up. The consequence of this was the end of the 
Anglican-Parliamentary monolith.95 Parliament’s need to address the problems of the emerging 
industrialised society and of increasing imperial commitments meant that Parliament was less able, 
less willing even, to devote time to ecclesiastical matters. 
Again, there was surprise when Benson tried King of Lincoln in his archiepiscopal court (1890). 
Randall Davidson (then Dean of Windsor) wrote to Talbot (Warden of Keeble) that it was far from 
clear to him that such a court still existed, despite historical precedents showing that it had.96 Some 
genuinely feared that were the church to take any matter into its own hands it would, in some 
undefined way, bring an end to the Church of England. Dr. Deane, the archbishop’s Vicar General, 
said to Davidson shortly after the beginning of King’s hearing, ‘I do not believe, after this 
prosecution, that the Church of England will last five years’.97 
The political influence of the later eighteenth-century bishops was considerable – but not always 
welcome. The successful resistance to the appointment of bishops in North America by the colonial 
legislatures was apparently based on an assumption that any bishops would expect similar political 
authority in New England as in Old England. The political influence of the bishops slowly declined 
throughout the nineteenth century. Chadwick suggests that the critical moment was the introduction of 
the secret ballot in 1872. Until then, the bishops (and lower clergy) were one of the instruments by 
which a government might pressure voters to return supportive MPs.98 Once the ballot was secret, the 
bishops were only of value to the extent of their individual votes in the House of the Lords, in which 
they did not all, in fact, sit. Chadwick shows that increasingly bishops were appointed for their 
character and achievements rather than for their politics. His review of their voting patterns suggests 
that episcopal votes, towards the end of the century, were not cast on party lines. On social matters the 
bishops were broadly liberal but on constitutional matters they were clearly conservative. The same 
bishops might vote with the Liberal party on one day but with the Conservatives on another.99 
The bishops were seen increasingly as belonging to and operating within their diocese rather than 
having a role primarily focused on their membership of the House of Lords.100 They continued their 
Parliamentary duties but Chadwick’s work shows both that the laity expected more of their bishops in 
their ministerial role and that the bishops also came to expect more of themselves. Consequently, the 
bishops began to complain that they had insufficient resources to fulfil both roles. There were not 
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enough bishops, they maintained, and that some dioceses were unmanageably overlarge. This view 
did not go unchallenged: the Times asked why, if they were all so very busy, they were wasting their 
time by attending Lambeth 1.101 The government eventually responded by reviving the Tudor 
provision for bishops suffragan, followed, later, by the creation of new sees and boundaries 
changes.102 Increasing the number of bishops further weakened their political role as the number who 
actually sat in the Lords remained unchanged at twenty-six; England had a new kind of non-
parliamentary bishop. 
The evidence shows that the bishops responded to their parochial clergy’s increasing expectations: 
both by gathering with their clergy in the developing diocesan conferences and simply by residing in 
their dioceses. Confirmations, for example, once more became the focus of active pastoral attention, 
these had been vast, badly organised and hurried events. One at Exeter cathedral was so heavily 
oversubscribed that the candidates’ families were not allowed to attend but had to wait outside for 
their young people.103 Ryder of Gloucester was credited with the revival of good practice, supported 
by Wilberforce of Oxford (his brother-in-law).104 Confirmations became local, intimate and genuinely 
pious acts of worship, often in the candidates’ own churches, to which the bishop could travel on the 
rapidly growing railway system.105 In summary, the primary focus of most bishops became the 
diocesan role rather than the constitutional role. English bishops increasingly became like American 
or colonial bishops: their role defined in terms of cultic function.  
2. Renewal of Church life.   
We may argue that the dissatisfaction with a quiescent church evidenced by Chadwick reflected the 
wider vitalisation of society. The changing role of the bishops has to be set in its context of increasing 
activity in the Church of England, partly in response to the general sense of energy in later Victorian 
society and also in response to the reform movements that had arisen within English Anglicanism. It 
was clear to contemporary commentators, such as Blomfeld of London addressing his clergy (July 
1830) that the church could no longer take its position in the country for granted, it would 
increasingly have its fate in its own hands and be thrown upon its own resources. He was equally 
clear, however, that this new situation also gave the church the opportunity to flourish.106  
The evangelical revival during the previous century, associated with Wesley, Whitfield, Edwards and 
Newton, had impacted on Anglican practice on both sides of the Atlantic. There was a revived 
emphasis on the need for a personal discipleship among its advocates. Faith should have outcomes 
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both of personal sanctification and in appropriate acts of charity. Whitfield described such acts as the 
evidence of grace at work in the heart of the believer. As confidence and numbers grew, evangelical 
thought turned to the possibility of working for the sanctification of society so that it might ‘serve as 
an image of the Kingdom of God, a godly realm’.107 From this concern arose campaigns associated 
with Wilberforce and Shaftesbury – the ‘liberation of the captives’ – both in the plantations of the 
Caribbean and in the manufactories of the English industrial heartland.108 
The evangelical party held sway in the Church of England for, at least, the first half of the century 
largely because of its energy and purpose but the Liberal and High Church parties also became re-
energised in their own ways. For the High Church party it was the issue of the nature of the 
relationship between Church and State that triggered the Tractarian movement.109 Keeble was so 
incensed at the proposal to reduce the number of Irish bishoprics that he preached the freedom of the 
church to order its own affairs before the assembled judges of the Midlands Circuit in his pivotal 
Assize Sermon (14th July, 1833). In doing so, he challenged English Anglicans to set aside obligations 
to crown and state and to return to an older understanding of the church as a society under God, of 
which the monarch was very welcome to be a member but should not expect to be the ruler. 
Many members of the church appeared to be prepared for such an appeal. Gladstone, and who can 
imagine a greater Anglican loyalist than he, gradually came to understand that the old establishment 
could not remain unchanged.110 He also came to see the change not as a disaster but a great 
opportunity, the beginning of a new independence of action in which the church could ensure its 
integrity, regain its mission and expand its spheres of activity. Consistent with this attitude, Gladstone 
offered himself as honorary treasurer of the Colonial Bishops Fund on its foundation in 1841 and 
remained so until the end of his working life. 
Hook, Rector of Leeds in the middle of the century, will serve as a further example.111 His parish had 
fourteen church buildings where worship was, in his own view, often less than edifying. Although 
influenced by evangelical activism he was a high churchman in his practice and he put significant 
effort into making worship seemly and well-ordered. Alongside this, however, he also taught that the 
church must become the church of the poor if it was to survive and in doing so he became the best 
known urban parish priest of his era. He emphasized good practice both in the conduct of the 
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occasional offices and in preparation for the reception of the Eucharist which, he taught, was how the 
believer was weaned from the ways of the world and into the Kingdom of Heaven.112 
Victorian ecclesiastical realignment and ecclesiological reassessment led to a series of reimaginings 
of what it might be to be Anglican – each of them, in practice, challenging ideas that had been thought 
to be the settled outcomes of the sixteenth century reformation process. Once the erastian view of the 
church enshrined in the English settlement was challenged it became a matter of inevitability that 
other questions that the Formularies had seemed to have settled should be open to new debate and 
analysis.113 What was the proper understanding of the nature (and number) of the sacraments? What 
was the role and authority of the church’s ordained members? What should the words of the Prayer 
Book look like when they took liturgical life? 
In such a progressive/activist milieu it seems unsurprising that Anglicans moved from merely 
proposing the establishment of bishoprics in existing areas of strength, such as the first overseas see of 
Nova Scotia in 1785, to the innovative notion of the missionary bishop who would go into new 
territory and lead the formation of a new church community.114 People’s imaginations were caught by 
such expansionist endeavours and generous lay people gave large sums of money to turn them into 
reality; Angela Burdett-Coutts, the banking heiress, for example, endowed no less than three colonial 
bishoprics.115  
3. Home and Away   
A third influence was the experience of the Church of England abroad, where there were no 
constitutional arrangements akin to those in England. Nowhere else in the Empire was the Anglican 
Church established, even though colonial bishops were initially appointed under Letters Patent from 
the crown and some were paid stipends by colonial administrations. Anglicans abroad did not seek 
establishment but rather identification with the culture of the emergent societies.116  Thus it became 
possible for Canadian Inuit and Aotearoan Maori to be both loyal to the traditional culture of their 
heritage and also to the Anglicanism that they adopted in significant numbers. 
Consequently, there was a body of experience to set in contrast with that of English Anglicans. To be 
sure, there were English commentators who held that the mother church would be, ‘mistaken to adopt 
the garb her daughters may incautiously have adopted’.117 However, home Anglicans could no longer 
close their eyes to what was happening abroad when it was displayed to them so clearly by the 
presence of American and Colonial bishops at the SPG Jubilee - or their experience of retired colonial 
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bishops ministering among them ‘under commission’. The contrast between many home bishops and 
their energetic, mission-focused overseas counterparts was considerable 
To some extent the ground for these developments had been prepared by the work of F.D. Maurice 
who had written of his expectation that the Church of England would be changed by international 
developments. 118 He had high hopes for the influence of the American church upon the English as it 
was a new church community, high in energy, with a significantly different understanding of the 
relationship of the church, as a society of the faithful, with the surrounding secular society in which it 
had no privileged position or role. 
The diocese of Lichfield had the experience of a returned colonial bishop as their diocesan. Selwyn of 
New Zealand was preferred there in 1868 and continued to work as energetically in the Midlands as 
he had in the Pacific islands. It was felt notable at the time that his first decision was to actually reside 
in the bishop’s house.119 The contrast between his conduct and that of English bishops of the old 
school was pronounced and not unnoticed. Even the news magazine Punch, highly critical of the 
Lambeth Conferences and Selwyn’s role in them, eulogised him as, ‘every breath a bishop and every 
inch a man’.120 Parry of Iowa simply and consistently referred to him as ‘the Apostolic Selwyn’.121 
The critical contribution of the ‘daughters’ lay in governance. In Australia, Canada and South Africa 
the colonies were feeling their way towards national identities that derived from their own locus rather 
than simply being Europeans planted into a new land. The Anglican churches in these places found 
that they needed systems to manage their lives and missions and turned to the synodical idea as their 
best means of establishing identity and coherence. A detailed discussion of this development would be 
too complex to describe here but we may note that by Lambeth 1, a significant number of the bishops 
present were used to their churches being synodally governed. Rather than being the shocking 
innovation that some contemporary English churchmen felt the conference to be, it now seems to have 
been a natural progression from the home church life to which the overseas bishops were 
accustomed.122 
Many of the colonial bishops were men of great energy and effectiveness who led the establishment 
of whole new Christian communities in quite unexpected places. The contrast with an English bishop 
such as Hampden of Hereford, who is alleged hardly to have stirred from his study in twenty years 
after his highly controversial preferment from an Oxford college, was all too clear.123 This created the 
sense that there was energy and a praxis in the overseas church from which the home church could 
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learn and benefit. There was also recognition that the home church had gifts to offer those overseas 
and so we find R1897/51 strongly urging that young clergy have a time of experience overseas or in 
England as appropriate to their provenance.124 
Anglicans in the United States belonged to a church separated from English Anglicanism by the 
consequences of history. Initially, there was a serious question about how Americans Anglicans might 
remain fully in communion separated, as they were, by distance and political allegiance. Thus when 
the Canadian bishops requested an international conference, some were uncertain whether the 
Americans could be invited because they lived outside the British Empire. Erastian English clergy 
were sure that they should not be; their presence was one of the reasons that led Dean Stanley to deny 
the use of Westminster Abbey to the First Conference. Canon Henry Liddon, although of Tractarian 
persuasion, adopted a similar view during the Second Conference. Renowned preacher as he was at 
St. Paul’s cathedral, he announced in the press that he would ‘not preach on Sunday afternoons during 
his residency, in consequence of the American and colonial bishops being invited during their stay in 
England’.125 
4. Theological Disputes  
The nineteenth century was a period of rapid and far-reaching change in English society. The 
intellectual life of the nation also saw the growth of important new insights and methodologies, 
theology could hardly expect to be insulated from such developments. The difficulty for the Church 
arose when a minister advocated teachings that seemed contrary to the Formularies – how were the 
bishops to deal with free-thinking clergy? The evangelical George Gorham had a history of dispute 
with his Tractarian bishop, Phillpotts of Exeter – the bishop being less than conciliatory in his 
dealings with Gorham. One dispute had centred on Gorham placing an advertisement for a curate who 
was to be ‘free of Tractarian error’.126 Phillpotts insisted that he would interview the preferred 
candidate, particularly to test his doctrinal suitability, as was his practice. 
In 1847, dissatisfied with his living Gorham, sought preferment from the crown and was offered a 
parish near Exeter by the Lord Chancellor. Phillpotts made it clear that he would interview before 
granting his licence. The bishop found Gorham unsound on the doctrine of baptismal regeneration and 
declined to institute. Gorham applied to the Court of Arches for a writ compelling the bishop to accept 
the patron’s presentment. After two year’s delay the court found in favour of the bishop on the key 
point that BCP clearly teaches that regeneration follows baptism and that – much as conversion of life 
might be desirable – the regeneration was unconditionally complete. Evangelical Anglicans felt 
threatened by this judgement because it made it difficult for them both to insist on conversion of life 
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and remain in the Church of England. Equally, the High Church party were alarmed that the contrary 
judgement would have undermined the status of BCP as a doctrinally defining Formulary. 
Gorham appealed. The appeal was heard by the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, a quasi-
court brought into being some years earlier to hear appeals from the ecclesiastical courts. High 
Church Anglicans were offended by this appeal to a secular authority, which consisted of lawyers not 
trained in ecclesiastical law. The committee was augmented for the Gorham case by three 
ecclesiastical Privy Councillors, the two archbishops and Blomfeld of London. In its judgement the 
Committee stated that it was not attempting to test the doctrinal issues only the legal question of 
whether the bishop had the right to refuse to institute. Gorham’s beliefs could not be clearly said to be 
unorthodox despite rigorous examination; the only ecclesiastical lawyer on the committee, 
Lushington, declared that he was quite unable to understand exactly what Gorham believed.  
Phillpott was obliged to institute and the immediate issue was resolved; however, the case exposed a 
serious weakness, that there was no clear means by which doctrinal disputes could be resolved. The 
bishop had lost the case chiefly because he had trespassed on the patron’s proprietorial right to 
present, without being able to demonstrate good cause. Gorham’s doctrinal inadequacies, if any, were 
far from clear and Philpott was held not to have the right to refuse institution, in this particular case. 
The judgement managed to give the impression that there was no clear doctrinal authority within the 
Church of England, although legally the matter could have been resolved by Parliamentary action, 
which some attempted to take.127  
Effectively, Gorham had escaped censure for failing to uphold BCP’s teaching and this appeared to 
give liberty to ministers to evade compliance with the Formularies. Such a sense of indecision or 
impotence played directly into the problems that later arose over Colenso. The same judicial 
committee found against Gray not on theological but legal grounds: how could a Christian Church be 
so subject to the rule of a law that apparently gave no honour to the essentials of the Church’s faith? 
Similarly, the storm that broke over the publication of Essays and Reviews also seemed to show the 
Church as ineffective in doctrinal disputes.128 The book was a collection of seven pieces by serving 
clergymen, including Frederick Temple.129 The content essentially addressed issues arising from 
increasing knowledge of the natural world: the central thesis was that all knowledge comes from God 
so where scientific knowledge sat badly with religious belief, it was right that religious belief should 
give way. So, if the data securely supported Darwin’s account of creation, then Genesis must be seen 
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as poetic writing, not an alternate scientific understanding.130 For this reason the book was seen by 
many as an attack upon the doctrine of the Divine inspiration of Scripture. 
Sumner was appalled and the whole bench of bishops with him, a rare moment of unanimity on their 
parts. The diocesans of Williams and Wilson decided to prosecute, to general applause. The case was 
heard in 1862 at the Court of Arches by Lushington.131 In his judgement Lushington said that the 
measure of orthodoxy in the Church of England could only be adherence to the clear teachings of the 
Formularies. The Articles do not define the mode or manner of the inspiration of Scripture, so a 
minister could not be prosecuted for holding or failing to hold a particular view about inspiration, as 
long as he affirmed that ‘Scripture contains all things necessary to salvation’.132 All that that could be 
required of a minister was that he uphold the Article.  
Ministers, therefore, were able to deploy critical methods for the study of the texts provided that they 
did not question the place of any of the texts in Scripture. For example, one might debate the 
theological issues around the incident of the Adulterous Woman and to discuss its place in the text but 
not to question its validity as part of the Gospel.133 Lushington ruled that Williams and Wilson were 
mostly merely exercising intellectual curiosity; their questions were legitimate even if uncomfortable. 
He ruled that Williams’s view of Scripture as an ‘expression of devout reason’ and Wilson’s view of 
inspiration were beyond the limits of the Articles, dismissed most of the rest of the charges and 
sentenced both to be deprived for one year. They immediately appealed to the Privy Council Judicial 
Committee who overturned their convictions, showing that the civil courts were likely to reach 
judgements that were as broad as possible, seeking not to set unreasonable limits on belief.  
 
b. Analysis  
In the wake of the seventeenth century Restoration Settlement, the Church of England was established 
as the public church of the English nation. As such it was altogether subject to the Crown and 
Parliament in a monolithic structure that appeared to place it in an unassailable position. In reality this 
arrangement was only briefly tenable. The settlement failed to encompass dissenting Protestants or 
recusant Catholics; it could only apply to lands under the Crown and failed to take proper cognizance 
of the position of Scottish Anglicans. Remaining faithful to their episcopal faith the Scottish 
Anglicans had become a persecuted minority because of their Jacobite sympathies and had been 
subjected to legal disability by the same union government that maintained the English establishment. 
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The structure as it stood was quite unable to contain the innovations with which it was presented by 
the political and social developments of the early nineteenth century, including the independence of 
the Americans, the emancipation of Catholics and Protestants, the accelerating changes of the 
Industrial Revolution and the startling developments in intellectual life. 
How then were Anglicans to maintain their communion in the new context of the later nineteenth 
century? The Canadians proposed, and Longley conceded, that the best approach was to bring the 
bishops together to confer. The innovation of the Lambeth Conference was a developmental advance 
for a Christian tradition that was turning away from older political alliances. Critical to that 
progression was the growing sense of English Anglicanism being only part of a stream of Christian 
thought and practice wider and deeper than itself. In this way, an isolated national church became 
transformed into a body that saw itself as part of an international Christian tradition. This would not 
have taken place had there not been a resurgence within the religious thought and practice of the 
Church of England that can be seen as of a piece with the great self-confidence and drive that 
characterised later Victorian England. The evidence shows that English Anglicanism was changing in 
ways that were not predicted by, and surprising to, many within that church. 
From the narrative we have seen how the Church of England experienced a slow process of 
disengagement from the strictures of state control during the second half of the nineteenth century. 
The sense that the leadership within the Church might be better equipped to understand and address 
the issues facing the Church grew slowly at the same time as Parliament found itself progressively 
less inclined to assert its undoubted legal authority. Instead Parliament allowed an increasing 
‘voluntarism’ to colour its view of the position of the church. The Church of England increasingly 
found its position to be cognate with that of Anglicans overseas and as a consequence was 
increasingly willing and able to learn from them.  
When Parliament did intervene directly, for example, in the matter of the 1874 Public Worship 
Regulation Act, it did so at the behest of Tait. Tait, as a member of the House of Lords, was able to 
introduce primary legislation as a private member’s bill. However, the unedifying events that 
followed increased the sense the Parliament was no longer able to handle ecclesiastical matters in a 
way that would win the support of the church. The law was brought into disrepute and quickly 
became a dead letter.134 The law failed to be effective because it took no account of the way in which 
ecclesiological sentiment within the Church of England had developed – rather than being honoured 
for its legal status, the Act instead was seen as repugnant because of its imposition on a Church 
community which had had no say in its development, despite the involvement of its leading figure. 
The bill was not laid before Convocation for debate, even though Convocation was arguably the 
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proper place for the matter to be addressed, and had ordinarily been consulted over such matters 
before its long years of inactivity.135  
The Public Worship Regulation Act was the almost the last piece of primary legislation concerning 
the Church of England adopted by Parliament prior to the Church of England Assembly (Powers) Act 
1919. Davidson had reached the conclusion that Parliament was no longer willing, or at any rate no 
longer had the time, to manage the Church and was emboldened to promote an Act which gave the 
Church of England virtual self-government. The creation of the Assembly would free Parliamentary 
time.136 Thus there was a process of separation of the Church from the government that would have 
been repugnant to earlier generations of erastian Anglicans. The willingness of Parliament to approve 
the ‘enabling Act’, as it is generally known, shows that a remarkable change of attitude had come 
about if we consider the situation only seventy years previously.  
The difficulty for those Victorians who continued to hold to an erastian view was that they were 
looking back to earlier times when the Church of England was an isolated national church without the 
overseas extensions that it had acquired. The writer of the Anonymous ex-MP pamphlet, for example, 
shows a fundamental lack of understanding of the position of Anglicans overseas: consistently he 
assumes that English practice operated abroad, writing of parsonages and tithe. He writes that the 
appointment of bishops by any method other than Royal authority ‘offends the Prerogative’ and ought 
not to be permitted, ignoring the outcome of the Colenso judgement striking down, as it did, the 
Letters Patent system prior to the publication of his pamphlets. A key phrase is that, ‘the parson’s 
freehold and the rule of the secular courts protect the freedom of the laity and should not be replaced 
by the rule of bishops or synods’.137 
This assertion may once have been true in England but it misses the point of the very challenge that 
brought the Conference together, that the old English ways could not work in the great majority of the 
provinces of the Anglican Communion. Thirlwall asserts that the motive of the Canadian bishops in 
calling for a conference was their discomfort at the Colonial Secretary severing the formal connection 
between the Crown and the Canadian episcopate but he seems not to appreciate that the Canadian 
church was never actually established in the same way as in England.138 
Similarly, the doctrinal questions that arose in reaction to new directions in intellectual life created a 
situation with which the old arrangements could not cope. Simple recourse to law would not serve to 
deal with complex questions of theological understanding in the face of new knowledge. The civil 
courts showed themselves reluctant to enforce any narrow definition of belief so permitting a range of 
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views to be held that implied a lack of theological discipline – and perhaps even of integrity. The legal 
outcomes created the impression that the Church of England was unable to enforce even the most 
limited kind of doctrinal discipline. The overseas Anglican churches were able to have much greater 
clarity as to their beliefs because those beliefs were settled within the community rather than having 
recourse to external courts. American Anglicans had never been subject to this kind of external 
restraint and the attempt to impose the view of the courts in the Natal dispute simply caused the 
collapse of the letters patent system that had been the basis of Colenso’s appeal to the Privy Council. 
Thereafter the South African Church found itself free to maintain its own governance within its own 
voluntary society. 
These various factors led the Church of England and its overseas relating communities to a situation 
where a new approach was required. The old instruments were no longer viable and were in any case 
rooted in an authoritarian-legalist approach that could not be applied outside Britain and Ireland. An 
instrument of unity for the whole Anglican tradition would have to be grounded in a different notion 
of governance, one of consultation and consent because there was no means of imposing decisions. 
Henceforward the governance of the Anglican Communion, as it was beginning to be called, would be 
a process of negotiation and the reaching of a common mind between groups of Christians who were 
bound to one another by common heritage, practice and loyalty – not by enforceable obedience. 
 
c. Conclusion  
Following the post-Restoration settlement the Church of England was established with a particular 
relationship with the English State and people. In the following centuries, changes in English home 
society and its extending influence abroad meant that the established order was faced with issues and 
movements that it could not fully contain. Overseas political expansion was matched by Anglican 
missionary endeavour with the result that the English church became part of an international network. 
The overseas daughter churches were like to their mother in worship and belief but unlike in 
governance. Although overseas bishops were originally appointed under crown Letters Patent, that 
system collapsed and local, indigenous procedures were adopted.  The consequence of this was that 
organisational unity under the leadership of Canterbury collapsed. A system of provincial overseas 
churches, each with their metropolitan bishop emerged alongside the Anglican churches in the British 
Isles and the United States. The principle of provincial independence quickly took root. 
The essential problem for this family of churches, which began to call itself the Anglican 
Communion, was the maintenance of unity in the face of their widely separated locations and 
contexts. Further, there developed an interaction between the mother and daughter churches that 
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enlivened and changed both.  Increasingly, the Church of England sought a degree of autonomy akin 
to that of the daughter churches. The search for means to attain autonomy was aided by political 
changes that reduced the commitment of Parliament to its role as guardian of the establishment and 
effectual authority over the Church of England. The erastian view of the church as a department of 
state became increasingly untenable. Although holders of such views mounted considerable 
opposition to the holding of Lambeth 1 they were unsuccessful and seemed like spokesmen for an 
idea that had passed. 
The control of the Church of England by the state was weakened by the election of non-Anglicans to 
the House of Commons following the Reform Acts. Parliament also became increasingly preoccupied 
with civil and social issues at home and the growing imperial ambitions of the country. There was less 
time and less willingness for Parliament to give the attention to church matters that was required. 
Further, a series of legal challenges over doctrinal matters appeared to show that whereas Parliament 
had legal authority it, and the courts, were reluctant to use that authority. The result was that the 
Church of England appeared both to be in doctrinal disarray and also to lack the means by which the 
issues could be resolved. In order to maintain the identity of the newly international Anglican way of 
being Christian and to maintain its doctrinal integrity new means were required. As a result Abp. 
Longley, urged by Canadian bishops and his own provincial Convocation, decided that his best course 
of action was to invite the bishops of the communion to meet in Conference so that the common mind 
of Anglicanism could be discerned on critical questions of the day. 
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Two: The First Conference 
At the distance of a century and a half it is surprising, difficult even, for us to see quite how 
innovative and controversial the calling of the Conference was and why it occasioned such heated 
opposition.139 Chapter One showed how the English Anglican tradition had undergone great change 
and stress in the early Victorian period and how it had found itself to be part of a broader Christian 
tradition of international Anglicanism. The Anglican tradition underwent further change in the second 
half of the nineteenth century. The new idea of an Anglican Communion arose, an expression almost 
unknown in 1860, and the growth of the colonial ecclesial outposts into fully fledged provinces 
profoundly changed the relational dynamic between the English, American and other Anglican 
churches. 
This chapter examines the circumstances in which the first Lambeth Conference was called and seeks 
to understand how it set the tone and standard for the Conferences that followed, helping us to 
understanding the milieu from which the Appeal arose. The Conference established a principle of 
consultation around important ecclesial and theological issues that was conditioned by a voluntarist 
understanding of the communion between the provinces. The Archbishop invited his fellow Anglican 
bishops to confer, he did not command them to attend a synod or quasi-legislative body. Although he 
presided over the sessions he did so from a table at which he was joined by the other bishops having 
metropolitan authority, one amongst equals. 
The Anglican tradition had become international in the wake of traders and colonisers; it had taken 
root in a wide range of places far beyond the imagining of earlier generations of English Christians. 
The English way of being Christian was taken beyond its homeland to far-flung plantations and 
colonies. Thus, the Church of England found itself engaged in missionary endeavour in ways 
unplanned and undreamt.  Similarly, the Anglican Church in the newly independent United States 
turned to missionary activity almost as soon as it had come into being, paying particular attention to 
Central America and the east Pacific region.140 The extent of the Anglican Communion has always, in 
point of fact, been greater than that of the British Empire and the territory of the United States – 
reaching into Asian and South American lands and also into the Iberian Peninsula through the agency 
of the Irish Church. 
During the discussion of the summoning and proceedings of Lambeth 1 extensive reference will be 
made to contemporary sources, including newspapers and periodicals of the day, now readily 
available in electronic form. Another important source for the period is the surviving range of printed 
sermons, often polemical in tone. From these sources we will see that the idea of the Conference, 
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which now seems such a normal part of the Anglican way, provoked reactions and promoted hopes 
that seem strangely distant and unexpected. 
There was good reason for calling the meeting but the decision, ultimately, could really only have 
been taken by Longley on the basis that he believed he would be supported at home and abroad. The 
proposal came from the Canadian bishops. The Americans had already spoken encouraging words 
when in England for the SPG Jubilee and his initial enquiries led him to believe that the bishops in 
Asia and Southern Africa would also be supportive. At home the Canterbury Convocation expressed 
vocal support for the proposal. 
The period of the meeting seems very limited at this distance but we should perhaps recall how 
innovatory it actually was. The circumstances of the time were not only favourable but there were also 
significant issues that needed to be addressed. The means adopted was that of the Conference.  
In the deliberations of Lambeth 1 we see the first steps being taken towards a kind of permissive 
ecclesiology whereby the constituent member churches choose not to act in a coercive way towards 
one another. Rather, though the ministry of their bishops, the churches sought to reach a common 
mind about problems, or at least to understand the nature of any disagreements. The issues that were 
exposed at Lambeth 1 continue to be problematic for the Communion to this day and therefore 
command the attention of ecclesiologists of the early twenty-first century. Those issues are primarily 
located in the tension between the independence of the constituent churches of the communion and 
their mutual accountability. Their mutuality resides in their shared inheritance of worship, belief and 
practice derived from texts originally held in common, despite later revision or adaptation to local 
situations. 
 
a. Slowly to Lambeth  
1. The Call for a Conference 
The growth of this new, ‘Anglican’ communion was haphazard and uneven: accompanied, on 
occasions, by serious misadventure. The South African diocese of Natal, a colonial missionary 
diocese, found itself in difficulty when the published views of its first bishop, Colenso, became a 
matter of great controversy.141 He was tried on charges of heresy by his metropolitan, Gray of Cape 
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Town, in 1863, and deposed from his see. The attempted deposition and its subsequent reversal by the 
Privy Council, led Anglicans to realise that there were significant unresolved issues about authority 
within the Anglican churches.142 How were overseas bishops to be appointed and were they to relate 
to the crown in similar ways to the English bishops? Or rather would they have a new character like 
the bishops of the American church and its missionary daughters? 
The independence of the USA had put political distance between home and American Anglicans but 
contact was still maintained. When the SPG celebrated its 150th anniversary in 1851, some of the 
American bishops attended the events in Britain. Afterwards the US Presiding Bishop (Chase of 
Illinois) wrote to Sumner commenting on the value of this contact. Sumner had encouraged their 
attendance as a demonstration of Anglican unity but there had been surprise among the organisers at 
how much enthusiasm there had been in America, especially as SPG assistance to the congregations 
in the colonies had ceased once the revolution began, some seventy years previously.143 Herklotts 
states that the simple fact of overseas bishops gathering in London for the SPG Jubilee meant that it 
was feasible to consider a conference – it was no longer an impossible idea.144 Samuel Cunard’s 
introduction of a steam packet service crossing the Atlantic in only twelve days (1840) made it 
possible for the American bishops to visit with relative ease.145 Chase hoped that there might be: ‘a 
                                                                                                                                                              
and that God is reconciled to us by the death of his Son. 
(2) That he taught that justification is a consciousness of being counted righteous, and that all men, even 
without such a consciousness, are treated by God as righteous, and that all men are already dead unto 
sin and risen again unto righteousness. 
(3) That he taught that all men are born into righteousness when born into the world; that all men are at 
all times partaking of the body and blood of Christ; denying that the holy sacraments are generally 
necessary to salvation, and that they convey any special grace, and that faith is the means whereby 
the body and blood of Christ are received. 
(4) That he denied the endlessness of future punishments. 
(5) That he maintained that the Bible contained but was not the Word of God. 
(6) That he treated the Scriptures as a merely human book, only inspired as any other book might be 
inspired. 
(7) That he denied the authenticity, genuineness, and truth of certain books of the Bible. 
(8) That, by imputing errors in knowledge to our Lord, he denied that He is God and Man in one Person. 
(9) That he brought parts of the Book of Common Prayer into disrepute (e.g. the Athanasian Creed and 
the vow at the ordination of deacons which spoke of ‘unfeigned belief’ in the Scriptures). Hinchliff, P (1963) 
The Anglican Church in South Africa ; London, DLT; p92-3 
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council of all the bishops in communion with Your Grace ... [which would exert] a moral  influence 
far beyond that of any secular legislation’.146  
Sumner, perhaps not surprisingly given his general disposition, noted the comments but took no 
action.147 However when, later, the Canadian bishops agreed to seek some means of consultation 
between members of the whole Anglican 
family, their request to Sumner’s successor, 
Longley, was neither unexpected nor 
unwelcome.148 Hobhouse gives the main credit 
for the approach to Lewis of Ontario.149 They 
asked that the Archbishop and Convocation of 
Canterbury adopt some means ‘by which, the 
members of our Anglican Communion in all 
quarters of the world should have a share in the 
deliberations for her welfare, and be permitted 
to have a representation in one General Council 
for her members gathered from every land.’150 A private letter accompanied their request, to which 
Longley replied positively:  
 
The meeting of such a synod as you propose is not by any means foreign to my own feelings 
and, I think, might tend to prevent those inconveniences the possibility of which you 
anticipate. I cannot however take a step in so grave a matter without consulting ...’151 
Longley’s words may seem overly cautious but are consistent with the somewhat reserved manner he 
generally adopted in his correspondence. Stephenson, Morgan, Herklotts and others have placed 
emphasis on the Canadian concern about the situation in South Africa but it is important to remember 
that their letter also names two other issues that relate to matters we have already noted: 
1. decisions by English secular courts about Church of England doctrine seemed to remove any 
limits on what clergy and members might understand the faith to be;  
2. the renewal in the life of the English Convocations might lead them to adopt new legislation, 
leading to an unhelpful diversity of Canon Law among the provinces.  
To present the Canadian concern as being only about Colenso is too simplistic.  
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Convocation, now conducting real business again after its long years of inactivity, discussed the 
Canadian letter.152  Archdeacon Wordsworth, later bishop of Lincoln, encouraged Longley to summon 
a conference, despite the considerable opposition which Hobhouse helpfully describes thus: 
Tractarians and lawyers regarded it as likely to infringe the prerogative of the Crown, timid 
churchmen predicted it could only end in disestablishment, ardent protestants discerned a plot 
to supersede Protestantism by Anglo-Catholicism [and] the friends of Dr. Colenso foresaw 
that such an assembly could hardly disperse without being urged to join in his 
condemnation.153 
Colenso had a range of important and influential friends in the Church of England – and in the 
popular press. His cause became a relying point for erastian politicians and clergy who saw his 
defence as central to their way of thinking. Who, they might have asked, was a mere bishop to attempt 
to impose his will upon one who had the crown’s authority? 
In May 1866, Convocation appointed a committee to ‘consider and report upon’ the Canadian 
proposal.154 After due debate the Lower House conveyed a:  
Respectful expression of an earnest desire that he [Longley] would be pleased to issue an 
invitation to all the Bishops in Communion with the Church of England to assemble ... for the 
purpose of Christian sympathy and mutual counsel on matters affecting the welfare of the 
Church at home and abroad.155  
Shortly afterwards Longley informed the Upper House that he proposed to issue such an invitation, 
which he did one week later (22nd February, 1867). 156 Apart from saying that it would begin with 
Holy Communion and then be given over to ‘brotherly conversations’, there is little indication as to 
the Conference’s agenda. The invitees were asked to suggest subjects for consideration and 
discussion. Thus the bishops were invited to confer and the faithful besought to pray for the success of 
the deliberations.157 
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2. Concerns and Controversy  
Those who responded to Longley’s invitation raised issues that will quickly become familiar, 
including on-going Anglican concerns about:  
1. the levels at which authority is to be exercised;  
2. the relationships between the provinces; 
3. the sense in which there might be any level of authority beyond that of the provincial. 
These three questions continue to trouble the Communion and the unresolved nature of the debate 
around them is an important component of the difficulties with which it is faced in the early twenty-
first century.  
From the outset Longley made plain his intention that the Conference would not be a legislative body. 
Speaking to the Upper House of Convocation to outline his intentions, he said: 
It should be distinctly understood that at this meeting no declaration of faith shall be made, 
and no decision come to which shall affect generally the interests of the church, but that we 
shall meet together for brotherly counsel and encouragement ... I should refuse to convene 
any assembly which pretended to enact any canons or affected to make any decisions binding 
on the church ... nothing [will] pass but that which tends to brotherly love and union.158 
Longley thus ensured that the Conference was neither a threat to the Establishment nor to the 
prerogative of the Crown – neither it would be possible for any ecclesiastical faction to impose its will 
on others. Yet Longley’s approach also allowed the issues to surface in a controlled way, trusting to 
the good sense of his fellow bishops. Thus, the Conferences had a non-legislative character from the 
start; this has continued to be the case, to the relief of some and the frustration of others. The 
Conference seeks a common mind, where possible, but does not seek to impose that mind on others – 
or preclude the possibility that its mind might be changed on a particular subject, as illustrated in 
Chapter Three. Legislative authority remains at the provincial level.159 
The idea of an ‘Anglican Communion’ was quite recent, the phrase only beginning to appear in SPG 
documents after about 1853.160 Many of the churches regarded themselves as in some way simply the 
Church of England Overseas and had names that reflected such a view. The realisation that they might 
be something more may be seen as an important driver in the perceived need for a conference – to 
ensure that diversity did not lead to divergence on essentials. 
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The agenda eventually adopted was partly based on suggestions made by Gray of Cape Town.161 
Unfortunately, the very same bishop was clearly seeking to gain some kind of ‘synodical sanction’ for 
his actions against Colenso, even though such a ruling would clearly be beyond the Longley’s original 
remit to the Conference.162 The anxiety surrounding the possibility of further confusion and conflict 
was such that the northern bishops in England decided not to attend and others postponed their 
acceptance until it was clear what the business of the conference would actually be.  
Many evangelical bishops doubted that the conference was legal at all.163 Ewing of Argyll, in an 
sermon intended for a London church, declared that any present disunity arose from the attempts of 
some to over-define the content of the faith and anticipated an exodus of evangelicals from the 
Church of England if the bishops debated away from ‘the moderating influence of the laity’.164 
Concern that the bishops could not be relied on was a recurrent motif in English commentary. 
Still others objected to the summons of a conference on erastian grounds. As the Church was under 
royal authority, at least in the British Empire, they claimed that the invitation ought to have been 
made in some way that was clearly endorsed by the Crown. Some of the concern may well derive 
from the verbatim account in the Chronicle of Convocation being headed ‘Synod of the English 
Communion’. Once the word synod had been used of the meeting, however inaccurately, it was 
difficult to shake off the association.165 
Dean Stanley of Westminster was so firmly of this view that he refused to countenance any of the 
Conference worship taking place in the Abbey.166 His antipathy was fuelled by the planned ‘presence 
of bishops from beyond the Empire’, the Americans.167 He was also personally sympathetic to 
Colenso.168 Stanley seems later to have repented of his behaviour and wrote apologetically to Hopkins 
of Vermont, the US presiding bishop. A far from conciliatory reply asks the basis on which Stanley 
supposed the American prelates could not be trusted ‘with the care of [the church’s] sacred 
interests’.169 Stanley was reportedly taken aback and appears to have sought to make later amends for 
his discourteous action. 
Longley did not summon the first conference to discuss the Natal situation, although it is sometimes 
stated that he did. The conference was, however, overtaken by the Natal situation to the extent that the 
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expected programme was abandoned; causing Thirlwall of St. David’s to withdraw.170 The final 
session, intended as a formal signing of the Conference Statement unexpectedly became a further 
debate on Colenso.171 The danger of such a discussion may be why the Archbishop of York declined 
to attend; Herklotts asserts that it was because of his fear that the overseas bishops might undermine 
the policy of the English bishops concerning Colenso.172 There was also a remaining sense in the 
north that Canterbury was inclined to ignore York’s role as the other primate in England.173 
Lambeth 1, and its successors, were called as meetings of bishops and of bishops alone. So, they 
cannot be said to be synods in any conventional Anglican sense; the Lambeth 2 Encyclical (1878) 
says that it was issued by the meeting of ‘Archbishops, Bishops Metropolitan and other Bishops of the 
Holy Catholic Church in full communion with the Church of England’.  This was not the hope of the 
Canadians when they wrote that: 
We humbly entreat your Grace, since the assembling of a general council of the whole 
Catholic Church is at present impracticable, to convene a national synod of the bishops  of 
the Anglican Church at home and abroad, who attended by one or more of their presbyters or 
laymen, learned in ecclesiastical law, as their advisers, may meet together, and, under the 
guidance of the Holy Ghost, take such counsel and adopt such measures as may best be fitted 
to provide for the present distress in such synod.174  
There was continuing debate about the attendance of other representatives but R1897/4 states the view 
that, ‘the conditions of membership of the Lambeth Conference should remain unaltered’. R1897/5 
agreed that a ‘Consultative Body’ with a different membership might be formed and invites, ‘the 
Archbishop of Canterbury to take such steps as he feels appropriate to form such a body’. Temple, 
however, took no such steps.175 
Longley allowed himself to be persuaded to hold a conference of bishops, despite the lack of any 
precedent but he was immovably against the calling of a synod despite the best efforts of Selwyn of 
New Zealand, Fulford of Montreal and Gray of Cape Town.176 He said to Convocation: 
‘If I consent to the … petition it is on the full understanding that I repudiate all idea of 
convening of assembly that can justifiably be called a synod or that can enact canons’.177 
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Enaction of canons was heavily restricted in English law. Convocation could debate what it chose but 
new canons required specific authority from the crown, in a process that could only be initiated by the 
crown.  
3. The bishops gather 
Objectors notwithstanding, the Conference began on Tuesday 24th September, 1867, commencing 
with a service of Holy Communion at which the preacher was Whitehouse of Illinois, the ‘eminent 
American bishop’ of Longley’s invitatory letter. Whitehouse said that he had been asked to preach 
because ‘to some extent I had been identified with this plan of demonstrative unity, this exposition of 
the Church as the body of Christ ... [they came together] to demonstrate the co-operative unity of the 
Anglican Communion ... the visible unity of the Anglo-Catholic Church’.178 
In his opening address Longley reinforced his intention for the 
conference: ‘we merely propose to discuss matters of practical 
interest, and pronounce what we deem expedient in resolutions 
which may serve as safe guides to future action.’179 He 
continued, ‘In opening the proceedings of the first conference 
that has ever taken of the bishops of the Reformed Church in 
visible communion with United Church of England and Ireland 
my prevailing feeling is one of profound gratitude to our 
Heavenly Father for having this far prospered the efforts that 
have been made to promote solemn assembling of ourselves 
together’.180 
Longley referred to the tentative and experimental nature of the 
meeting and its lack of precedent but was encouraged by the 
support that he had, so far, received. Thus, together, the seventy 
bishops began to explore uncharted waters. The proceedings 
took place entirely within the precincts of Lambeth Palace. 
Heywood argued that the source of the conference’s character in his day lay partly in its somewhat 
confined location.181  
The bishops debated in the upstairs dining room, generally known as the Guardroom. The 
metropolitan bishops sat at a top table either side of Longley and the remainder in a block facing 
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them. Despite the apprehension of others, the bishops began to address their agenda. Dean Goode of 
Ripon may have spoken for at least some in the hall when he wrote that ‘the danger is not what is 
proposed in the programme but what may be proposed in the conference.’182 
Day One was largely concerned with drafting a suitable Preamble for their proposed resolutions; it 
emphasises the need for the church to be united in its witness ‘that the world might believe’.183 In 
context, the words probably only referred to unity within the Anglican Communion but, in time, the 
phrase gained currency in the wider ecumenical movement.184  Twentieth century ecumenical texts 
repeatedly cite the same words as a key scriptural inspiration of ecumenical endeavour. 
The bishops believed that the basis of unity was to be sought in ‘the Holy Scriptures, held by the 
Primitive Church, summed up in the Creeds and affirmed by the undisputed Councils ... reunion will 
come from maintaining that faith and drawing closer to our common Lord’.185 
Day Two abandoned the original agenda for a discussion of synodical authority, concluding that the 
faith and unity of the Anglican Communion would be best maintained by there being a higher synod 
above the ‘several branches’. This laid the ground for the subsequent debate about the Natal situation, 
in the sense that a ‘higher synod’ was precisely the mechanism that would enable Gray to deal with 
his troublesome suffragan, the Privy Court decision notwithstanding. 
The debate was difficult. Longley refused to accept a resolution proposed by the American presiding 
bishop that would have condemned Colenso. A more anodyne formula was adopted that, ‘noted the 
hurt done to the whole communion by the state of the Church in Natal’.186 Committees were set up to 
give further consideration to this and other issues. An address to all Anglicans was adopted without 
further difficulty and it was agreed that it would be signed the following day. However, it was beyond 
Longley to prevent further debate about Natal unexpectedly arising and delaying the signing of the 
Address.187 Gray proposed a further motion against Colenso which was debated but not, in the end, 
adopted. After recital of the Nicene Creed and the Gloria the bishops arrived at their planned evening 
conversazzione some two hours late and the conference was largely ended.  
The following day there was a closing act of worship in Lambeth parish church. The bishops 
processed to the church, arriving half-an-hour late. The local population was clearly puzzled by the 
event, especially by the presence of a ‘black archbishop’, as one onlooker described him, actually the 
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Revd R. Gordon, chaplain to Courtney of Jamaica.188 Fulford of Montreal, appropriately, preached; 
his text has not survived, apart from a brief paraphrase in the Guardian.189 He reportedly said, ‘that if 
they had done nothing more than give physical testimony to their oneness of faith and resolve they 
would have done more for the unity of the Church than had been accomplished in the last century’.190 
The committees presented their reports to a further session attended by those bishops still in England 
on 10th December.191 The resolutions were mostly procedural, agreeing that the seven reports be 
adopted, that condolences be sent to the Russian Church on the death of Patriarch Philaret, thanking 
the episcopal secretaries for their work and thanking Longley for his conduct of the conference.192 
Longley was requested to add the names of absent bishops who assented to the Encyclical before its 
general distribution. And so, the experiment came to its conclusion.  
 
4. Some Contemporary Commentary 
The Times found fault with the idea of a conference at every turn; it asked why bishops were 
‘deserting their dioceses to adopt resolutions’ a spectacle that ‘may lower in the public mind the value 
and power of the episcopal office’.193 During the conference the paper complained about the debates 
being in private, if they had been in open, ‘the public might have been reassured that there was some 
point to the conference’. The Record, an Evangelical newspaper, angrily denounced the secrecy of the 
conference as an attempt by the bishops to take power to themselves.194 Some idea of the proceedings 
did make its way into the press eventually. In late October the Standard reprinted material from the 
New York Church Journal in which an unnamed bishop gave an accurate outline account.195 The 
privacy meant, apparently, that inaccurate reports were published; Gray of Cape Town protested 
publicly against them.196 
The Times further objected to ‘the presence of foreign bishops’, considered an intrusion into ‘our’ 
church.197 The presence of colonial bishops was also condemned, the writer being unable to 
understand why Anglicans abroad needed bishops in any case, showing that to some the cultic role of 
the episcopacy was wholly submerged beneath an idea of the bishop as an officer of the State. Article 
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10, ‘Of Councils’, is quoted to challenge the legality of the meeting, despite Longley’s careful choice 
of words, showing a further lack of understanding.198 
Churchmen did not entirely suffer these assaults in silence, two Oxford priests, for example, rebuking 
the press from their pulpits. Burgon, preaching ‘before the University’ in St. Mary the Virgin, 
described the Church as the enduring kingdom of Daniel’s vision: 
‘ ... but that Kingdom is assailed and never more than in the recent past with the vulgar and 
unmeasured violence with which certain organs of public opinion have for the last weeks 
been assailing our venerable and revered primate’.199 
Tyrhwitt preaching at St. Mary Magdalene commented acidly: 
The criticisms of the press are but a new version of the demand for a sign ... was the Anglo-
Saxon Synod expected to raise the dead, or cast out the devils of mammon or swindling that 
possess the Anglo-Saxon? Or Christianise the daily press?200 
The letter of condolence to the Russians caused disquiet. Today it might be seen as a generous 
ecumenical gesture, the view then was different. The Times said ‘Our bishops should find something 
better to do than write epistles in Greek to oriental patriarchs’.201 A Methodist writer, ‘Vigil’, 
characterised the letter as having ‘a most unpromising significance’, although without explaining what 
he meant.202 There is a broad sense in such responses that, by having dealings outside England, 
Anglicans were somehow opening the possibility of foreign imposition, or worse still Roman Catholic 
influence. Thus The Wesleyan-Methodist Magazine excoriates the Encyclical for failing to condemn 
‘the blasphemous follies that abound in the Church of Rome’.203 The Times warns that, ‘the English 
people will no more endure the meddling of an American bishop than of an Italian priest’.204 
By contrast, the Nottinghamshire Guardian’s leader says: 
The Pan-Anglican Synod [sic] has concluded … and the ill-nature with which its critics 
regard it may be viewed as indicating its success. Nearly all the adverse criticism has been 
based on a misconstruction of the objects of the conference so gross that it is hardly possible 
to say it was not wilful.205 
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Similarly, Longley wrote to Whitehouse of Illinois after the conference that, ‘the vehemence with 
which the infidel press has attacked the conference plainly shows the importance they attach to the 
movement’.206  
A helpful contemporary assessment of the outcome comes from Christopher Wordsworth, 
Archdeacon of Westminster, preaching on the Sunday following Conference. He argues eight points 
in favour of the meeting as evidencing Anglican Catholicity that are worth summarising:  
The oneness of the Church is proclaimed by the gathering of its bishops; the primitive truth 
and doctrine is once more proclaimed; the perplexities of our colonial churches were 
addressed; the faith and courage of the home church will be quickened by its American and 
colonial visitors; the sign of unity in the proposals coming from Canada; the hand of 
friendship was extended to those separated from us; we were cheered by the conviction that 
there is yet a greater work to be done.207 
 
The contrast with Dean Stanley’s view is marked, one wonders how the sermon was received, given, 
as it was, in his own abbey church. Wordsworth’s sermon gives us a description of Lambeth 
Conferences that is worth recalling and could suit as a description of many later Conferences. 
We may let W.H. Freemantle, a residentiary canon of Canterbury, speak for the erastians. Preaching 
in Canterbury Cathedral, he stated his belief that the opinions of the Privy Council, though only 
binding in the UK, were of far greater value than those of any ecclesiastical body because, ‘the 
judgements were made by lawyers’.  Like Ewing, he was alarmed by the prospect of bishops seeking 
to reach conclusions apart from the laity, he seems to have thought of the meeting as an attempt ‘to 
revive the ancient councils or perhaps substitute the authority of the bishops alone’. Such councils he 
says, ‘are prone to the professionalisation of religion but the voice of the laity needs to be heard‘. This 
is not an unreasonable complaint but overlooks the situation in the overseas churches where rule by 
the bishop-in-synod was the norm, it was England that was out of step by relying Parliament to supply 
the voice of the laity.208  
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b. Analysis 
We cannot claim that Longley’s decision to summon the Conference was inevitable but his views 
were decisive: it would not have happened without his support. In his invitation letter Longley writes 
that it was the encouragement of other bishops which led him to take the step of granting ‘this grave 
request’ which he later describes as leading to the ‘greatest era of my life and Arch-episcopate’.209 
The issue of how the communion was to remain united – raised by the Canadian bishops – was so 
significant that it would surely have had to have been addressed. The establishment of a Conference 
was, perhaps, the only practical approach. 
In retrospect, it seems clear that the conference failed to address issues of authority within the 
communion or to bring the Natal problem to a satisfactory conclusion.210 The root of that failure lay in 
its remit. The Conference lacked the authority or structure to carry out such tasks. There was a motion 
adopted that called for a supra-provincial authority to be established but it was recognised that such a 
body could only hear appeals by agreement of the relevant provinces; it was beyond their skill to 
devise a means by which it could have any authority over the Scots and Americans. However, from 
this we may conclude that Anglican tradition is non-coercive between its constituents. While there is 
shared canonical practice, those canons operate at the level of the constituents and no higher. We 
might also conclude that the biggest single contribution of the First Conference was that it 
demonstrated that it was possible to have a conference without any of the dire consequences that had 
been predicted by its opponents, egged on by the popular media in the UK.211  
The opposition was not confined to those of an evangelical or erastian outlook but also included a 
number who simply did not see the need for such Conferences. The striking feature of the antagonistic 
reportage is the extent to which it fails to grasp that the Conference was not about an English church 
but about a church that had become international. Most of the recoverable contemporary media 
responses were positive in tone. The hostility towards the Conference seems to derive largely from the 
novelty of the event. Also, some were apprehensive about the influence of ritualism or the possibility 
of external interference in the English church. What the opponents seem to have failed to grasp was 
that it was necessary to find a new way of being Anglican, one that had an international perspective 
because the church had moved on from simply being an aspect of the English political settlement.  
The innovative approach adopted gave the attendees a new sense of commonality; their word was 
fellowship. This is underlined by their sense that the four days of the main gathering had been 
insufficient a time for them to consult as fully as they would have liked. Longley might have 
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anticipated this but we must remember that until the 1920s, the English House of Bishops only met 
for a single day annually, four days may have seemed generous. The Conference honoured the 
principle that the provinces knew their own situations best and should not have their freedom of 
action inhibited. There was a broad sense that the bonds between the provinces had been strengthened 
and the fact that the bishops had come to know one another strengthened their sense of identity as a 
single episcopal body. A pattern was set for the Conference to advise and endorse but not to coerce. 
However, the Conference did not satisfactorily address the question of the mutual accountability of 
the provinces that is the counterbalance to their independence; today, this remains problematic for the 
Communion. 
Conference adopts resolutions but it cannot be assumed that a Lambeth resolution is an authoritative 
statement of any legal situation; appeals to the wording of Lambeth resolutions are ultimately 
misplaced. The Report on Christian Unity submitted to Lambeth 7 expresses this well when it says 
that formal action belongs to the several churches of the Anglican Communion, ‘but the advice of the 
Lambeth Conference, sought before executive action is taken by the constituent Churches, would 
carry great moral weight’.212 
The principle that the Conference cannot legislate is one of the roots of major conflict in the early 
twenty-first century within the Anglican Communion. For example, we my note the exasperation felt 
by socially conservative bishops that the words of the Lambeth resolution on human sexuality cannot, 
in some sense, be enforced within the whole Communion.213 Socially liberal bishops have been 
equally frustrated that the same resolution’s commitment to listen to the experience of homosexual 
people has not been honoured.214  
Prior to Lambeth 14 (2008) there were articles in the Anglican and secular press about ‘whether this 
would be the last Lambeth’ because of the threats of non-attendance by some bishops as a result of the 
dispute concerning human sexuality. There is a misconception here that the Conference somehow has 
a life of its own, whereas it is called into being at the behest of and by the invitation of the incumbent 
Archbishop of Canterbury. Those who wrote such headlines were, perhaps, unaware that bishops had 
declined the invitation before. On the other hand, it must be noted that the Conference is one of the 
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things that unites the Anglican Communion and it is therefore a serious matter for a bishop to decline 
to attend for reasons other than of health or pastoral necessity.  
The Conference’s place in the life of the Anglican Communion grew to the point that by the 1960s it 
became normal to refer to it as one of the ‘instruments of unity’ of the Communion.215 The 
instruments of unity are those things that hold the communion in communion, so to abstain from one 
of them might be said to impair the communion of the abstainer with other Anglicans. In this sense, it 
might be argued that there must be a question over the status, as fully Anglican, of a bishop who 
declines to attend. Equally for the Archbishop not to invite a bishop is tantamount to a statement that 
the person in question is seen as not in communion, as was the case with Abp. Robert Duncan, 
primate of what has become the Anglican Church in North America (2009-2014).216 
American writers, in particular, sometimes assert that the Conference is dominated by the English 
bishops. The largest single group of attending bishops were from the British Isles but the bishops from 
elsewhere had a strong and influential role.217 Indeed, the stimulus for the holding of both the first two 
conferences came from the Canadian bishops. The resolute refusal of the US bishops to accept 
authority beyond their own ecclesiastical courts can be seen as critical to the evolution of the 
Conference’s role as consultative and voluntary but not with supra-provincial authority.218 
This evaluation of Lambeth 1 shows that it encapsulated both the strengths and weaknesses of the 
Conference system as it developed and this point will be further illustrated in the following chapter’s 
account of the subsequent conferences, leading up to that of 1920. 
 
c. Conclusion 
Longley summoned Lambeth 1 with encouragement at home and from abroad. The catalyst was a 
letter from the Canadian bishops asking him to call a meeting to discuss the problems facing the 
Anglican Communion. Missionary work by English and American Anglicans had spread this way of 
being Christian around the globe and beyond the British Empire. From this arose questions about how 
unity was to be maintained and what kind of authority there might be. There was concern about the 
relationships between the provinces as they sought to be both local and in relationship with one 
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another. Thirdly, there was concern that changes in the English Church might open gaps between it 
and the other provinces that were no longer under the authority of the Archbishop or Convocation. 
Behind these questions lay concern about the situation that had arisen in the diocese of Natal on 
account of its bishop, Colenso. 
Longley approached these issues by summoning a conference of the Anglican bishops. The 
conference would not have legal authority over the provinces but would bring them together within 
their shared inheritance of faith. The conference was composed of the bishops, whose ministry was 
both to unite the people of the Church and also to maintain the heritage of faith. The conference, 
therefore, relied on the prestige of its members rather than any coercive authority. Longley was 
absolutely clear that this was not a synod. No new canons would be enacted, rather it was a gathering 
for fellowship – for mutual understanding and discussion. 
There was opposition to the conference in England arising from three concerns. The friends and 
supporters of Colenso were worried that the conference would somehow impose a solution in Natal. 
There were some who saw the presence of overseas bishops as being an intrusion into the settled state 
of the Church of England that might be in conflict with the prerogatives of the Crown. Lastly, there 
were those for whom the innovatory nature of the conference was problematic; often accompanied by 
a fear that the bishops might exceed their authority in some way. These concerns were often expressed 
in a way that failed to appreciate that the Anglican tradition had grown far beyond its English origins.  
In due course, the Conference met for a scant four days within the confines of the Palace and sought 
to address the difficult questions with which it was faced. Unfortunately, it was not able to resolve the 
question of how the independence of the provinces was to be balanced by mutual accountability. 
Neither was it able to resolve the question of how any standard of Anglican doctrine or discipline 
might be maintained. These two questions remain active concerns for the Anglican Communion 
today, which is why it is important for early twenty-first century theologians to return to the events 
and the questions of Lambeth 1. 
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Three: The development of the Conference Tradition 
Chapter Three will give an account of the conference series after Lambeth 1, leading to Lambeth 6, 
which is the focus of this research. A detailed account of the individual conferences would be beyond 
the scope of this thesis. Instead, the narrative will demonstrate the cumulative outcome of the 
Conferences. The outcome will permit description and analysis of the Anglican Communion as it was 
when Lambeth 6 commenced.219   
The Conference Tradition developed its own methodology and an increasing consciousness of its 
capacity to address issues that faced the communion in an exploratory and advisory way. We shall see 
that each successive meeting has contributed something new to this methodology for the clarification 
of Anglican teaching. By Lambeth 6 there was a maturity and continuity in the tradition that made it 
possible for the 1920 Conference to strike out in an unexpected way – towards something 
recognisably part of the modern ecumenical endeavour. 
A striking feature of the early Conferences is the degree of continuity between them, Davidson 
himself, for example, attending five out six.220 The Latin and Greek texts of the first and second 
Conference Encyclicals were produced by the same person.221 His son did the same work for the third 
(1888).222 The participants changed but slowly as bishops then did not generally retire and also held 
their sees for much longer than is common today. Bishops in the emerging churches were often 
elected at a relatively young age and served for several decades. 
The Lambeth Conferences developed a method and scheme of working that enabled the Anglican 
bishops to consult on the existing state of thinking within the Communion, expressing their judgement 
through resolutions that could encourage and stimulate but not bind the provinces. From this we may 
deduce that one way of answering the question about the locus of authority within the Anglican 
Communion is to assert that it lies in the consensus of the bishops – authority is not so much in the 
Communion as of the Communion.  
A bishop who does not subscribe to the consensus within the Communion is not thereby expelled 
from the communion of Anglicans but the extent of that communion is in some sense impaired. Mere 
impairment is insufficient to cause ecclesial exclusion but it does offer the opportunity for further 
dialogue, indeed by its nature it could be said to demand further definition, so that by understanding 
difference a new consensus might be sought. 
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The Conferences were at about ten-yearly intervals and brief consideration will be given to the way in 
which each came about. 223 An outline of the major issues considered by each will be given and the 
contributions of each, within the context of the broader conference tradition, will be examined. Given 
the large body of material that is available by way of outcome from these conferences, the discussion 
will necessarily be limited in scope. There will be an emphasis on the Encyclical passages and 
Resolutions of Conference that refer to the two most significant issues for the argument of this thesis: 
expressions of Anglican self-understanding and the views expressed about other, non-Anglican 
traditions. Such an examination will allow us to understand the themes and directions of thought that 
subsequently arose during Lambeth 6.  
The material in Chapters One to Three allows us to describe and understand the milieu out of which 
the Appeal to All Christian People arose. As we proceed, particular recurrent motifs will emerge; 
these motifs feed directly into the 1920 debates and also impinge on the debates of the 2020s. The 
investigation of the Conference tradition is important because it shows that the Appeal, although 
startling and innovative in its time, arose naturally from what had passed before, particularly the 
growing sense of the importance of seeking for unity among Christians. 
 
b. The Development of the Conference Tradition 
Despite the ten-year gaps between the Conferences, a sense of continuity developed between them 
that can be described as a Conference Tradition. Continuity of membership and assiduous record 
keeping meant that those attending did not have a sense of coming to a new conference on each 
occasion but, rather, that they were attending continuations of the Conference. The evidence shows 
how each meeting added something to a growing shared understanding across the Anglian 
Communion and across the meetings of the Conference. 
 
1. Lambeth 2, 1878 – continuity. 
The president of Lambeth 2 was Tait. He had not wholly approved of the Conference idea and was 
displeased by the events of 1867; even so, when another Canadian letter arrived (December 1872) he 
accepted its request for ‘a second meeting of The Conference’.224 The request was endorsed by the 
West Indian provincial bishops the following year.225 Some outstanding matters had not really been 
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addressed by the continuation meeting held in 
December 1868 to receive the committee reports 
of Lambeth 1: it was only one day long and 
attended by barely twenty bishops. In 1874, 
Kerfoot of Pittsburgh visited Tait and, on behalf of 
the American bishops, urged him not only to 
convene a meeting but also to make it much 
longer.226 Tait was reticent. Addressing the 
Canterbury Convocation he affirmed that ‘very 
great good’ had come out of Lambeth 1 but he was 
reluctant to convene a meeting of bishops unless there were substantial issues to be considered.227 The 
North Americans clearly hoped for an early meeting but Tait had already decided to conduct a 
diocesan visitation in 1876.228 He wrote positively to the American bishops but repeated his warning 
that, ‘respecting matters of doctrine no change can be proposed or discussed and that no authoritative 
explanation of doctrine ought to be taken in hand.’229 
Addressing Convocation Tait said: 
There is no intention whatever on the part of anybody to gather the Bishops of the Anglican 
Church for the sake of defining any matter of doctrine. Our doctrines are contained in our 
formularies, and our formularies are interpreted by the proper judicial authorities.230 
He was encouraged when the York Convocation supported the proposal and in March 1876 wrote to 
the metropolitan bishops to inform of his intention to invite their attendance with their suffragans. 
This became the normal method of invitation for future conferences.231 He also invited suggestions for 
the agenda. Based on their replies, Tait drafted his invitation in July 1877, assisted by Selwyn of 
Lichfield (previously of New Zealand), a keen advocate of the Conferences. The topics were similar 
to those of Lambeth 1 with the question of unity at the head of the list. The bishops would be asked to 
consider having voluntary boards of arbitration, the latest incarnation of the higher synod idea, as well 
as a range of other ecclesiastical issues.232 
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Tait was aware of the seriousness of ‘issuing an invitation which his brother bishops might feel 
obliged to accept’, when they already busy running distant dioceses: 
No one can doubt that very great good has arisen from … the last Lambeth Conference. At 
the same time it must be remembered that it is a serious matter to gather the bishops together 
from all parts of the globe, unless there is some distinct object for their so gathering ... but it is 
possible that bishops at a very great distance – such as the Bishop of Athabasca,233 … might 
perhaps, under a misapprehension, think it was necessarily their duty to come to such a 
Conference unless it was distinctly stated what was to be done.234  
The Times had allowed its attitude to mellow somewhat, editorialising that: 
The bishops will come in large enough numbers to be representative. They will meet in social 
intercourse, they will hold counsel together, they will pray together … with the sense that 
they belong to a body which is essentially and spiritually one. The desire to cherish and keep 
alive this feeling and to promote it by finding the outward means of expression for it, is a 
sufficient reason why the proposed Pan-Anglican Synod [sic] should be held. 235 
The virulent objection to the Conference project was noticeably absent, most newspaper comments 
are largely confined to news reports of the Conference invitation. 
Lambeth 1 was only four days long; Tait’s Letter of Intention says that the conference would continue 
to explore the issues that had been previously raised and which had ‘not been given sufficient 
attention’. Lambeth 2 adopted a three-phase pattern for the meetings that became the norm. The first 
week was spent in preparatory meetings, the next two in committees investigating issues suggested by 
bishops and a final week considered the committee reports. Herbert asserts that the major burden of 
organising the conference fell on Tait’s domestic chaplain, Randall Thomas Davidson.236 
On St. Peter’s day 1878, one hundred bishops gathered in Canterbury Cathedral for the opening 
service.237 They also visited St. Augustine’s College: the missionary training establishment so many 
of them had attended. Tait specially gathered the Americans to thank them for their kindness to his 
deceased son Crauford, who attended the Boston General Convention of 1877.238  
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Business began at Lambeth, on 2nd July. At Holy Communion Thomson of York preached on a 
slightly surprising text, ‘when Cephas came to Antioch I opposed him to his face’.239 He developed a 
theme of the Church making progress through debate.240 He asserted that, ‘[Peter] the great apostle, 
had not learned all that the school of grace can teach him’. Anglicans, however, did not need such a 
confrontational approach, meeting rather in brotherhood: 
In Conference upon the interests of that branch of the Church, springing from this little island, 
has spread over the earth that the sun never sets upon her daughter churches, we will never 
admit a doubt that God is with us.241 
Conference sessions were held in the Old Library. All but two English bishops were present, with at 
least 98 of the 173 serving bishops of the Communion.242 After the formalities were completed, 
including an agreement that the verbatim should not be published, business commenced. Topics were 
given an initial half-day’s debate and then remitted to the committees for further exploration.243  
The Wednesday sessions considered the question of voluntary boards of arbitration. The American 
bishops held back because of their need to show their independence of English authority, although 
acknowledging the benefit of the idea for the colonial churches. In the afternoon the relationships 
between bishops of missionary sees and the missionaries posted to their dioceses by missionary 
societies were considered: missionaries were sometimes reluctant to submit to episcopal 
jurisdiction.244 Thursday was concerned with Anglican chaplaincies in continental Europe and after 
lunch with ‘modern forms of infidelity’. Finally, on the Friday there was a full day discussing the 
condition of the churches whose bishops were present. For the next two weeks committees worked at 
producing reports on each of the five principal topics. Lastly, the reports were reviewed by the whole 
conference and the final texts included in the Encyclical letter of the Conference.245 No formal 
resolutions were adopted although the reports did make recommendations.246 
The English bishops met the costs of the conference and a hospitality committee organised a social 
and visiting programme. Some argue that the British bishops dominate the conferences.247 However, it 
is noticeable that in the report on the creation of a Caribbean province emphasises the need for local 
agreement and decision. Conference did not think it right to tell local bishops how to organise 
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themselves.248 Similarly, on voluntary boards of arbitration the view is that provinces should settle 
matters within their own authority and canons, ‘your committee are [sic] not prepared to recommend 
that there should be any one central tribunal of appeal from such provincial tribunals.249 
Parry of Iowa was impressed by Tait both as a president of Conference and also with his hospitality 
and openness to all the bishops, of whatever nationality. He wrote that Tait was:  
First and foremost in rank as he was unquestionably in his presence and many sidedness of 
character ... gentle, affable, and courteous [in] manner which revealed the catholicity of an 
earnest Christian character.250 
Lee of Delaware is similarly approving writing positively about the international nature of the 
gathering; he maintains the confidentiality of Conference but his diocesan Charge still manages to 
convey its flavour.  However, his affability fades somewhat when comparing the conference with the 
First Vatican Council: 
In contrast to Rome it did not undertake to set forth new doctrines but to uphold the faith 
delivered to the saints ... it was remarkably contrasted … in its untrammelled liberty of debate 
... Rome trumpets her unity but it is uniformity produced by coercion, by suppressed enquiry, 
stifling conviction putting shutters on the mind and deadening the conscience.251 
Clearly, he is arguing that it is the Anglican tradition that is truly catholic in its scope and ethos. 
Magee of Peterborough commented: 
I feel now that I have learned much from the pan-Anglican and I see too that it is really an 
institution which will root itself and grow, and will, in all human probability, exercise a 
powerful influences on the future of the Anglican Communion. That is a good deal to say on 
the part of one who greatly disliked and dreaded the whole affair from the first.252 
At the end of the final service, in St. Paul’s Cathedral, Tait said that, ‘I feel confident that the effect of 
our gathering will be that the Church at home and abroad will be strengthened by the mutual counsel 
that we have taken together.253 
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2. Lambeth 3, 1888 – a broadening vision. 
Davidson writes that, ‘it was virtually 
settled at the Conference of 1878 that 
a third conference should be held at 
Lambeth ten years later and the death 
of Archbishop Tait made no difference 
in these arrangements’.254 Lambeth 3, 
again, began with worship in 
Canterbury Cathedral, Benson 
presiding from St. Augustine’s chair 
‘ex cathedra’.255 There were no 
preparatory letters and resolutions, 
Benson simply issued the 
invitations.256 Hobhouse comments, ‘Benson was the last man in the world to wish that such a 
meeting should stop, with his wide outlook, keen historical sense and inborn love of pageantry, a great 
assembly of prelates ... appealed most strongly to his sympathies.257 
 Bp. John Wordsworth of Salisbury wrote to his diocesan clergy asking their prayers for the 
conference, that ‘the voluntary federal union of those churches represented will become in God’s 
good time the type of union for the rest of Christendom ... a free council of Christian Bishops 
recognising ties of natural brotherhood and of historical development but not claiming for itself an 
artificial authority or a divine right of lordship’.258 He was a member of a family closely connected 
with the management of the conferences, the son of Bp. Christopher Wordsworth of Lincoln and 
nephew of Bp. Charles Wordsworth of St Andrews. 
 
Benson preached on the text, ‘each part of the body when working properly promotes the body’s 
growth building itself up in love’.259 He lauded the growth of the Communion and its encouragement 
of good government based on Christian principles. The spread of the Anglican tradition arose from its 
energy:  
 
New churches are forming new nations … presenting … the higher ideals that are the basis of 
society, of the marriage union, of family life, of self-restraint, of truthfulness, not only the life 
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of the individual but which form the people ... a recognised commercial reality and even 
administration of justice, a conscience in dealing with subject races, public action on 
principles not merely selfish, the devotion of lives to benevolent causes are things found 
under Christian governments and scarcely looked for elsewhere.260 
Contemporary writers were taken by the breadth of experience and culture represented by the bishops 
– including Crowther of The Niger, an emancipated slave.261 Parry was deeply moved by ‘the tears of 
[Crowther] when the procession passed the grave of Dr. Livingstone’.262 Contemporary commentators 
saw this diversity as evidence of the catholicity of Anglicanism; it was not merely a local version of 
the faith but one which had been able to transplant itself internationally. 
Conference sessions were held in the Library; Mylne of Bombay criticised the arrangements, writing 
that, ‘the acoustic properties of the room are so bad that the rows had to be packed in closely in order 
to enable all to hear’.263 Although Lambeth seemed the obvious place for the Conference its facilities 
were becoming inadequate in the face of the growth in numbers of the international episcopate. 
The working pattern of the second conference was repeated.264 There is a greater maturity in the 
agenda of this conference in the sense that the conference did not concern itself wholly with the 
internal or faith issues that were prominent within the Communion but began to look beyond itself 
into the social context in which Anglicans found themselves.265 Perhaps this reflects Benson’s own 
concerns; the agenda was drawn up by him although he clearly leaned heavily on his staff, including 
Davidson, by then Dean of Windsor, who was responsible for the management of the conference.266  
The Encyclical does discuss church governance but its first concerns are with temperance, purity of 
life and the care of emigrants. Social concerns were placed before matters of ecclesiastical 
administration. There are also sections on marriage and polygamy, Lord’s Day observance and the 
rise of Socialism; these show an explicit concern with the social context of Anglicans. Although many 
bishops spoke, contemporary assessment places emphasis on the impact of Crowther’s words, drawn 
out of life experiences that were unimaginable for many present.267 
The Encyclical presents shared understandings coupled with the principle that local churches know 
how best to address local issues, for instance when dealing with issues such as polygamy. On mutual 
                                                   
260
 Benson, EW (1888) Sermon at the beginning of the Lambeth Conference; London, SPCK: 6 ff. 
261
 The first Black Anglican bishop. 
262
 Parry, W.S. (1888) The Third Lambeth Conference; privately published: 30. 
263
 Mylne, L.G. (1889) Counsels and Principles of the Lambeth Conference of 1888; Byculla, Education 
Society’s Press; 3. 
264
 Davidson (1920) 37. 
265
 Cf. Stephenson (1978) 75. 
266
 Chadwick in Coleman ix. 
267
 Stephenson (1978) 80. 
65 
 
relations it says that, ‘within our Communion the duly-certified action of each Church or Province 
should be respected by the other Churches and their members’.268 
Rejecting the idea of a supra-national Council it says: 
We would counsel patient consideration and consultation, of such character as may eventually 
supersede the necessity for creating an authority which might, whether as a Council of advice, 
or in a function more closely resembling that of a Court, place us in circumstances prejudicial 
alike to order and to liberty of action.269 
This Encyclical is the first to extend the notion of unity beyond the Anglican Communion; it also 
considers the relationship of Anglicans to other Christian communions. There are sections about 
relations with the Scandinavian churches, the Old Catholics and the East. The letter is generous in its 
outlook and welcoming to the development of relationships, particularly with the Old Catholics, but it 
is clear that the traditions do not yet know one another and that there are unspecified ‘barriers 
remaining’. The continuance of episcopacy in such churches is viewed positively but there must be 
further explorations before the traditions might give mutual recognition.270 The conclusion about the 
East is more focused. The chief barriers to mutual recognition are the Filioque clause of the Nicene 
Creed, Anglican failure to baptise with a triple immersion and the lack of Orthodox imposition on 
hands during confirmation. Some Anglicans saw the use of ikons as an obstacle but the discussion 
concedes that they are not idolatrous.271 The section has an eirenical tone, suggesting that despite 
doctrinal differences, Anglicans should honour the long years of persecution suffered by Eastern 
Christians – and not seek to detach them from their denominational allegiance.272  
The Home Reunion Report is the first Lambeth citation of the Chicago Quadrilateral.273 The 
Quadrilateral is advanced as a basis upon which Anglicans could confer with other Christians with a 
view to finding sufficient agreement leading to reunion.274 The outcomes of this conference were, for 
the first time, presented as a wide-ranging series of resolutions, most of which are not germane to this 
thesis.275  
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3. Fourth Conference 1897 – consolidation. 
Lambeth 4 was held a year early to coincide with the thirteenth centenary of the arrival of Augustine 
in England and also with Queen Victoria’s Jubilee. The Pall Mall Gazette suggested that the bishops 
might find the Conference anti-climatic coming as it did 
directly after the Jubilee.276 Benson issued the invitations 
but died before the conference met, Frederick Temple 
presided.277 
Temple had little influence over the planning, 
consequently he kept the arrangements he could make 
very much to himself: rarely consulting the Conference 
Secretary, Davidson, now bishop of Rochester.278 
Temple’s conduct of the chair caused tension; Davidson 
says he was ‘vigorous, brusque and effective’ but with a 
reluctance to acknowledge the part his predecessor had 
played in preparing for the conference. Some of the 
bishops, especially the Americans, found his manner 
difficult but were eventually won over by him.279 For 
example he wrote the Encyclical letter without 
consultation. Certain phrases in it were felt to be unduly 
harsh, particularly about the missionary zeal of the Church of England, and he flatly refused to accept 
amendments during the debate. The following morning he conceded the points in a statement but 
when one of the bishops rose in a conciliatory tone to note his concession he was told, ‘You may 
thank me as much as you like, Sir, but you must thank me in silence’.280  
A contemporary newspaper described Temple as ‘a really impressive type of the self-made man’.281 
Chadwick, from a modern perspective, more succinctly, as a ‘dictator’.282 Carpenter concludes that it 
was simply unfortunate that he had come to the primacy so late in life.283 Sidney Dark, the Anglo-
Catholic biographer of Davidson, described the Encyclical as ‘a colourless document not unfairly 
described as a series of truisms and platitudes’.284 
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For the first time there was a period of retreat before the Conference led by King of Lincoln, greatly 
respected – despite his trial before Benson on charges of ritualism.285 To commemorate Augustine’s 
centennial the bishops travelled by special train to the traditional place of his landing at Ebbsfleet, in 
the parish of Minster-in-Thanet.286 They then returned to Canterbury where the customary events in 
the Cathedral and St. Augustine’s College took place. The following Monday, 194 bishops assembled 
in the Guard Room at Lambeth to address Benson’s agenda, noticeably more domestic in tone than its 
predecessor. Church Unity was one of the twelve topics but the emphasis was clearly on the 
communion’s organisation and internal affairs.  
The ‘Organisation of the Communion’ committee returned to familiar ground with its proposals for 
the establishment of a voluntary Tribunal of Reference, under the Archbishop of Canterbury’s 
presidency and formed as required. The conference refused the proposals, instead asking Temple to 
form a Consultative Body. Temple agreed and it is known to have met at least once.  The Encyclical 
says that the Consultative Body should have only ‘moral authority’ so maintaining the non-coercive 
approach which is characteristic of Lambeth thinking.287 The American bishops remained very 
suspicious even of such a consultative, non-authoritative body and we may see their influence at work 
once again to ensure that the churches within the communion were regarded as equal, with no 
authority imposed above the provincial level.  
The committee proposed twelve resolutions. R1897/7 encouraged the use of the title of Archbishop by 
the metropolitan bishops and R1897/11 welcomed the revival of religious communities and the office 
of Deaconess ‘in our branch of the Church’, the first Lambeth reference to formal ministry by 
women.288 An important group of resolutions concerned with missionary work emphasise the need for 
the church to adapt to local circumstances, not placing ’the burdens of foreign [i.e. English] customs 
upon them’.289 ‘Native Churches’ should be encouraged to see themselves as members of the church 
of their place and not a foreign church implanted into their societies, they should seek to be 
independent and self-supporting but yet understand themselves as having a Catholic heritage of 
faith.290 
The ecumenical resolutions are generally low key. Each says that not enough was known about the 
other churches and that the best course of action would be for investigative committees be appointed. 
R1897/39, indeed, refers back to an identical request made with regard to the validity of orders in the 
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Swedish Church by Committee 10 in 1888291 with the hope that a report might indeed be presented in 
1908.292 
R1897/27 is more positive, saying: 
That in the Foreign Mission Field of the Church’s work, where signal spiritual blessings have 
attended the labours of Christian Missionaries not connected with the Anglican Communion, 
a special obligation has arisen to avoid, as far as possible without compromise of principle, 
whatever tends to prevent the due growth and manifestation of that “unity of the Spirit”, 
which should ever mark the Church of Christ. 
The Conference’s positive attitude to the Eastern Orthodox Churches gave rise to almost the only non-
official publication in relation to Lambeth 4, a report by the committee of the National Protestant 
Church Union which is condemnatory of rapprochement. They write that, although the Orthodox had 
endured long persecutions and held that much that was scriptural and excellent, they remained 
‘altogether impoverished and corrupt’, unworthy of consideration for re-union, talk of which was in 
any case part of an Anglo-Catholic manoeuvre to deprotestantise the Church of England.293 
This conference can be seen as a consolidation of what had passed before, it was not innovative in the 
way that the three previous conferences had been. Doubtless it would have helped to secure the bonds 
of friendship and allegiance between the members of the ever-growing episcopal body. As Temple 
wrote in the Encyclical, ‘Every meeting of the Lambeth Conference deepens the feeling of the unity 
which originally made the Conference possible and now gives increasing value to its deliberations.’294 
4. Fifth Conference 1908 – looking outwards. 
1908 was the year of two great Anglican gatherings: a Pan-Anglican Congress was held in the early 
summer, directly before Lambeth 5. Discussion of the Pan-Anglican Congress is beyond the scope of 
this thesis; however, we may note that the event meant that many of the bishops came to Lambeth 
having had the opportunity to give prior thought to some of the agenda subjects. The Conference later 
expressed its deep appreciation of the value of the Congress and its potential for impact on the 
missionary endeavour of the Communion.295 Davidson, now Archbishop of Canterbury, felt the strain 
of having two such gatherings in the same year was very great and said this should not be allowed to 
happen on any subsequent occasion.296 Bishop Montgomery, secretary of the SPG, gives interesting 
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accounts of both events in his Memoir which means that we have rather better contemporaneous detail 
of the 1908 conference than its predecessors.297 
Pertinently, one Congress paper asked whether, ‘the Lambeth Conference satisfies the demand’ for a 
general council or synod of the Communion; it also asked whether the metropolitans might not meet 
regularly and form an executive body for the Communion.298 The speakers at the Congress were not 
supportive saying that what was 
needed was not closer union with 
Canterbury but between the 
constituents of the Communion.299  
1908 was Davidson’s fourth 
Conference and the first at which he 
was President; he was joined by 241 
other bishops.300  The proceedings 
began with a Saturday at Canterbury 
followed by a service at 
Westminster Abbey on the Sunday 
(5th July). Although there was no 
preliminary retreat prior to this conference, a devotional day was led by Copplestone of Calcutta, 
Metropolitan of India, at the end of the committee phase.301 The conference considered eleven broad 
subject areas; two were new to the agenda (Clergy Training and Ministries of Healing). Although 
there was a discussion about divorce, as in 1888, this was set in the context of a broader discussion of 
marriage than had previously been the case.302 The discussions show the bishops struggling with the 
implications of the Anglican tradition no longer being simply English, as conditions in other parts of 
the world begin to be understood as impacting more and more on Anglican practice. During his 
ground-breaking visit to North America (1904) Davidson replied to the welcome given by Montreal 
diocese saying that the ‘world seemed so much bigger than people had used to think’ and we may see 
this perception expressed in the resolutions adopted by this Conference.303 
For example, the 1878 and 1897 discussions on the localised adaption of the Book of Common Prayer 
were revisited. R1908/27 sets out principles whereby the Book might be revised by local churches in 
terms of enrichment and the avoidance of redundancy. This is both an acknowledgement of the 
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importance of the Book as shared heritage but also as a book that could no longer be left unaligned to 
local need. The Book should be retained ‘as a bond of Union and Standard of Devotion’ but it needs 
also to be rendered intelligible and made ‘better suited to the diverse needs of the various races within 
the Anglican Communion’.304 
Similarly, the value to the home and overseas churches of young clergy serving elsewhere in the 
Communion for a few years at the beginning of their ministry is emphasised in R1908/9 but, 
interestingly, is accompanied by the earnest hope that such postings might be on a reciprocal basis. 
The report of Committee 2 (Supply and Training of Clergy) struggles considerably with the details of 
the legal issues around the service of overseas clergy in England and is at great pains to make clear 
the value attached to such service by the English church, this seems to be the first acknowledgement 
that the mother church was as much in need of the aid of her children as the children were of their 
mother’s.305 
The perennial topics of the organisation of the Anglican Communion and its relationships with other 
traditions were given their due time and committees. No less than twenty resolutions are concerned 
with issues around Anglican relationships with other Christian traditions and communions.306 
However, on examining the data we may conclude that a more rounded approach to the agenda had 
been taken and some advance in in understanding the particularities of other Christian traditions was 
now taking place. 
The Encyclical was drafted by Davidson with the assistance of four others and was the longest in the 
series to that point, more than double the length of the second and third such letters and a quarter 
longer than Temple’s.307 A significant innovation at this conference was that the outcomes of its 
deliberations were all focused around a single theme, that of service; this is made explicit in the 
Encyclical which suggested that the theme made a natural focus for the Conference resolutions.308 
Subsequent conferences have generally had a cluster of themes appropriate to their time: this 
approach is one particular contributions of Lambeth 5, the other is the explicit recognition of the 
interdependence of the Communion’s churches. 
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b. Analysis 
The second Canadian letter asks for a second meeting of the Conference not for a second Conference, 
showing that the Conference were already seen as a continuum. They acknowledged the benefits of 
the Conference but also believed that there was unfinished business from Lambeth 1. The sense of 
continuity was underlined by the way in which many of the bishops attended several Conferences in 
succession. Davidson serves as an illustration of that continuity, with the Conferences seeming like 
milestones in a career that leads, with a sense of inevitability, to his presidency of two Conferences. 
He was far from alone in being a regular presence, however. No detailed research appears to have 
been undertaken on the social and educational background of the bishops but, at any rate in the early 
stages, they seem to have been a cohesive group, sharing a common culture, faith and language. 
Each of the early conferences contributed distinctive features to the emerging Conference tradition. 
Lambeth 2 bequeathed the form of the Conference Agenda and the practice of inviting the 
metropolitans as equals to Canterbury, accompanied by suffragans at their discretion. Lambeth 3 
emphasised the expectation of continuity, showing that the conference had become an established 
feature of the communion’s life; the focus moves from domestic concern for Anglican unity towards a 
search for unity between the communions, hence the adoption of the Quadrilateral. Lambeth 4 
consolidated that which had passed before but one should note the clear emphasis on the 
responsibility of the provinces for their own affairs; the whole communion should trust provinces to 
know their own situations best though, critically, it failed to address the issue of mutual accountability 
and rejected any suggestion of a central coercive authority. Lambeth 5 built on the principle of 
provincial responsibility, accepting that local churches could legitimately modify or replace BCP and 
that the provinces were the best judges of how that might be done, as well as of social issues such as 
the Anglican response to polygamy; the Encyclical also adopted service as its central theme, the idea 
of a theme within the Conference debates became normal. 
Thus we see that debate in an atmosphere of mutual attention lies at the heart of the Conference 
process. Thomson’s Lambeth 2 sermon proposes an ambition in an intuitive and predictive way: 
understanding and respect would come through debate even where disagreement might remain. His 
sermon is a valuable contemporary comment, conveying a sense of rightness about the conference 
method. He ventures a prophetic tone in asserting that if Christendom ever were to reunite it would 
have to be through such a method of leadership meeting to consult, rather than to assert some kind of 
authority. The bishops saw themselves as acting in an ancient tradition, gathering to debate issues of 
the day but how far this was really based in the reality of the original Great Councils and how far it 
was a kind of pious wishful thinking must be a matter of debate.309   
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We have already asked what other model of decision making could have been adopted. Longley 
having set his face against an actual synod there seemed to be no further discussion, except that 
Thomson suggests that the only other possible model was the Roman Catholic one of centralised 
authority. Repeatedly, the Conferences opposed centralised authority; it is not the role of the ‘central’ 
to dictate to the provincial. Any central authority was limited to that which an archbishop might be 
able to accumulate by virtue of the prestige of his office combined with whatever personal charm he 
possessed. The Conferences themselves added little to that, apart from the ‘moral influence’ for which 
the original American letter had hoped. From this it follows that the communion is not held together 
by common authority but by common character. Three times the Conference declined to impose any 
form of supra-provincial synod, making the Communion an association through shared and mutual 
consent rather than a form of obedience. The significance of this non-coercive heritage cannot be 
understated, particularly in terms of the communion rending issues of the early Twenty-first Century. 
The Conferences do not form a supra-provincial body that may direct the actions of the component 
churches; the Conferences have refused to be such body in themselves and have also repeatedly 
refused to countenance the establishment of such a body. While frustrating where provinces have 
seemed to act irregularly, by ordaining women or by planting missions into the sphere of another 
province for example, the principle is that such provinces can only be persuaded not coerced. 
Therefore to be Anglican implies accepting plurality for the sake of comprehension. Recognition of 
this point is central to the argument that is developed in Chapter Eleven. 
Central to the development of this approach were the American bishops who, instinctively, were not 
prepared to acknowledge any authority beyond their own nation, in keeping with its very origins. 
Their role in developing the consultative, non-coercive approach adopted by the Conferences must be 
admitted. American respect for Canterbury was based on the ecclesial heritage of the American 
Anglicans – there was no question of residual authority inherent in the relationship. In this sense, we 
might assert that the critical event for the growth of the Communion was not the acquisition of the 
colonial daughter churches but the loss of the American Anglican community. Whatever form the 
Communion adopted had to be one that could accommodate the entirely distinct nature of the 
American Anglican Church, as well as an almost bewildering array of other Anglican iterations. 
Following from this, we can extend the argument to say that the indigenisation of the American 
church, its acquisition of localitude, serves as a template for the development of other Anglican 
churches. Each local church had to bring together its geographical identity with its Anglican heritage 
in the same way that the Christian faith itself has always needed to be adoptive and enculturated. 
Thus, it seems to be part of Anglican heritage to be both recognisably Anglican and recognisably 
local. Symptomatic of that was the important Conference decision to endorse the development of local 
liturgical forms. The new provinces needed to have liturgy that could hold together both the heritage 
of Anglican practice and local need. Practicality is given a higher priority than the artificial retention 
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of a text that was no longer suitable to the places where Anglicans were actually ministering. Further 
it obeys a founding Anglican principle that worship should be ‘in the tongue of the people’.310 
In terms of relationships beyond the Anglican Communion, we observe a progression in thought from 
concern with maintaining the unity of the Communion towards seeking the unity of Christendom 
itself. Early seventeenth-century Anglicans had been interested in maintaining unity with the 
European churches of the Reformation; that concern was subsequently overwhelmed by the political 
situation in the middle of the century. The somewhat triumphalist Anglican Church of the Restoration 
settlement was more interested in mission to the new colonies than ties to old Europe. The diversity of 
interest in relationships with other communions appears to be a progression from earlier concerns; it is 
not concerned simply with pan-protestant union but has a wider interest seeking to include the 
Orthodox churches of the East. However, Anglican antipathy towards Rome meant that, at this early 
stage, there was no desire for or hope of engaging Rome in any ecumenical process. 
The early Conferences failed to articulate a coherent means by which the independent provinces could 
demonstrate the interdependence which is the counterpoint to their independence. There were 
seriously divisive issues but the bonds of the communion had held; mostly, one might suppose, this 
was because of a sense of goodwill between the provinces. However, this is a critical ecclesiological 
question that has great significance for Anglicans in the early twenty-first Century where good will 
has, to some extent, collapsed. It is in the contrast between independence and interdependence that we 
address the issue of the balance between the church in its local expression and the church in its 
catholic whole. The Communion still struggles to define the responsibility of the provinces towards 
each other; this issue is further complicated by the responsibility of the provinces to develop 
appropriate cultural integrity within their own societies. The critical question, then, is that if the issue 
could not be given definitive resolution then, in those early Lambeth Conferences, what hope is there 
that this might be achieved in the future? Thus, we might ask whether the Gafcon primates are right to 
assert that the instruments of unity no longer have the capacity to hold the communion together. This 
is a key and pressing question for the early twenty-first century and at the heart of the discussion in 
Chapter Eleven. 
 
c. Conclusion 
After a cautiously innovatory beginning in 1867, the series of Lambeth Conferences developed a 
definite tradition of fraternal debate. From the second Conference there was an explicit understanding 
that these were continuations of a Conference Tradition, rather than the summoning of a new 
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conference each decade. On each occasion opinions were expressed about issues within the 
communion, between the Christian communions and beyond the Communion – its world context, so 
to speak. The debates showed the collective mind of the leadership within the Anglican Communion, 
as reported to the members through encyclicals, reports and resolutions. The data in this chapter 
shows how each of the early conferences made a distinct contribution to the growth of the Conference 
Tradition, introducing important strands that remained active in the shared thinking of the bishops and 
the Communion.  
The conclusions that the bishops reached were not legislative but advisory. From the outset it was 
clear that the Conference was a conference, not a synod or council in the classic and technical sense of 
an authoritative Church body that could define doctrine or practice. From that starting point developed 
an understanding that there was no authority within the conferences to give direction to ‘the 
provinces’. In this usage the provinces are the individual national iterations of Anglicanism even 
where they are structurally multi-provincial, such as in Canada or Nigeria. Those provinces know 
their own locations and cultures and are the best units to express Anglican practice within them, such 
as by producing localised editions of the Book of Common Prayer. The Conference refused to agree 
to any supra-provincial authoritative body, meaning that the Communion must be viewed as an 
association of churches through shared and mutual consent rather than a form of obedience. 
The experience of the Americans was central to the development to the development of that way of 
viewing the Communion. The history of their nation meant that they had had to find authority within 
their own fellowship once they were cut off from political ties with Britain. The effect of that 
severance was to remove any authority that the see of Canterbury might have originally had. 
Thereafter their adherence to Canterbury was a voluntary participation on the basis of shared belief, 
practice and heritage. The churches in British colonies had a similar experience partly based on their 
remote location and the increasing reluctance of the Crown to exercise any role in their lives. 
The conference tradition made provision for the shared life of the Communion in a range of areas. It 
sought to reach a common mind on social and theological issues that had developed. The conference 
tradition failed to address the question of how the provinces might show their mutual accountability. 
The impact of that failure is still felt in the early Twenty-first Century when serious disagreement has 
undermined the bonds of shared heritage. 
A clear Conference Tradition had been developed and embedded in Anglican thinking, a sixth 
conference was expected to follow: heir to what had passed before, conscious of its heritage and 
continuity – perhaps personified in Davidson its president – but meeting in a world context that was in 
stark contrast to that of the Fifth, a cataclysmic conflict had struck Europe from which no part of the 
world was immune and between this early series of conferences and the – eventual – Sixth 
Conference a great gulf was fixed. 
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Section Two: the milieu of the Appeal 
 
 
Research Question: What were the immediate circumstances that caused the Appeal  
to be made? 
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Four: The origins and elements of the Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral  
The first section of this thesis explored the milieu from which the Appeal to All Christian People arose 
and has shown how the Anglican Communion evolved a method of enunciating its doctrinal and 
ecclesiological understandings through the vehicle of periodic gatherings of its leadership. Our 
attention now turns to the circumstances in which the Appeal came to be made. 
The Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral succinctly describes the essentials of ecclesial life and identity as 
understood by Anglicans.311 The Quadrilateral tells us how Anglicans understand the Church and 
therefore how they understand themselves as part of the Church. By setting out the essentials in this 
way, Anglicans both explain themselves and also invite Christians of other traditions to agree with 
them. Shared understanding might lead to convergence of the separated communions revealing the 
theological unity of the Church in the world through acts of reunion. The Conferences encouraged 
intra-communal convergence in denominational thinking and gave clarity to the boundaries of 
problematic questions. In terms of Anglican self-definition the major development was the 
Quadrilateral. Delineation of the essentials of the nature of the Christian Church helped Anglicans 
define their beliefs about the nature and status of their own community. The acceptance of the 
Quadrilateral took place within the development of the Conference tradition and is arguably one of its 
greatest achievements. 
As discussions about reunification amongst Christians became more common and urgent in the early 
twentieth century Anglicans needed to find an expression of their ecclesial self-understanding. The 
Quadrilateral became their chosen definition, an attempt to express the essential elements of what 
Anglicans hold the Church to have at the heart of its identity, its core ecclesiological understanding. 
Understanding the Quadrilateral is essential to our full appreciation of the Appeal – not only to 
understand the background to the Appeal but also to understand why Lambeth 6 took the decision to 
set the Quadrilateral aside in favour of a new formulation. What had happened that they should want 
to set aside this apparently fundamental definition? We shall see in Chapter Eight that this decision 
was brought about by a desire to be more conciliatory but that this gesture ultimately failed. 
Anglican tradition is not given to the production of systematic theologies as some other Christian 
communities are; there is no equivalent of the Summa  of Aquinus. Ramsey famously describes 
Anglicanism as, ‘a method, a use and a direction’ rather than being a system with an established 
corpus of doctrine.312 Unfortunately, this means that when Anglicans have to give account of their 
faith to others, they have no authoritative documents to deploy beyond the original seventeenth 
                                                   
311
 Material from this chapter was presented as a paper to the Ecclesiatical History Society Postgraduate 
Colloquium, Bristol, 22nd February, 2014. 
312
 Ramsey, A.M. (1945) ‘What is Anglican Theology’ in Theology 48; 2. 
77 
 
century Formularies, which are relatively limited in their scope.313 The 1922 report of the 
Archbishops’ Commission is called Doctrine in the Church of England not the doctrines of the 
Church of England, not least because the commission were unable to resolve many of the issues that 
arise from Anglicans having a range of views in fundamental areas.314 The outcome is a spectrum not 
a specification.  Similarly, the Quadrilateral does not contain great detail but rather directs our 
attention to the areas that must be explored together. 
The first iteration of the Quadrilateral emerged in New England in the immediate post-Civil War 
period. Americans were tragically riven by the conflict and their churches had divided along the 
north-south boundary. Following the military resolution of the war, a longing for healing and unity 
had arisen among protestant Christians. William Reed Huntington was a prominent, influential 
member of the House of Deputies of the General Convention, a renowned parish priest and prolific 
writer.315 Huntington’s book, The Church Idea , is an extended essay reflecting on the essential 
elements of ecclesial identity.316 The inspiration of his writing was a deep concern to enable the 
churches in the America to draw together into a visible union of what he later called ‘American 
Catholics’.317 Huntington had participated in an ecumenical ministerial fraternal in Worchester, Mass. 
and Wright suggests that the first germ of his work may have arisen from those discussions.318 
Huntington argues that America needed the Church to help it recover from the national trauma but the 
Church is fatally hindered by its disunity, ‘The Church fails because the Church is broken’.319  
The Quadrilateral arose from particular circumstances in North America but as a summary of 
Anglican ecclesial principles it came to have far wider currency. The question of its origin is 
problematic, not because of any doubt about the sequence of the events but because each of its 
elements has roots in the earliest days of the Christian faith.320 Anglicans see it as not merely a 
nineteenth century statement but something derived from the essential deposit of faith of the whole 
Christian Church, an expression of what it is to be faithful to the teachings of Christ and the Apostles. 
To discuss the Quadrilateral is therefore to discuss the faith itself, with profound implications for the 
discipleship and self-understanding of the individual. 
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a. The origin and growth of the Quadrilateral 
1. William Reed Huntington 
In his study, The Church Idea, Huntington proposed four essential elements to the identity and praxis 
of the Church: 
1. The Holy Scriptures as the Word of God. 
2. The Primitive Creeds as the Rule of Faith. 
3. The two Sacraments ordained by Christ himself. 
4. The Episcopate as the key-stone of Governmental Unity. 
The description is terse; Wright says it is, ‘minimalist, reductionist and anti-confessional in intent’. 
We might say that in order for others to agree to this summary, the less content there might be, the 
more likely the chance of agreement.321 Huntington himself writes: 
The Anglican principle and Anglican system are two very different things. The writer does 
not favour attempting to foist the whole Anglican system upon America; while yet he believes 
that the Anglican principle is America’s best hope.322 
There remains a degree of ambiguity about how Reed derived his version of the Quadrilateral.323 At 
the time of its centenary there seems to have been broad agreement amongst scholars that the matter 
could not be resolved. The English theologian F.D. Maurice, some forty years previously, had written 
of there being six essential elements to the ecclesial identity: baptism, the creeds, forms of worship, 
the Eucharist, the ministry grounded upon the episcopal order and the Scriptures.324 All the essentials 
of the Quadrilateral are present, although differently grouped and only one element, ‘forms of 
worship’ is additional. Huntington comments that some might be surprised that he had not included 
‘forms of worship’ in his description, suggesting that he was mindful of Maurice as he wrote.325 
Although not included in his Quadrilateral, Huntington says that BCP would still have a place in the 
future Church of the Reconciliation, arguing that the book was part of Anglican practice rather than 
Anglican principle.326 However, he adds that if the claims made for BCP by its supporters are true, 
then it would have an increasing place, but that at the same time other traditions of worship might also 
flourish just as in the first days of the Church there had been a wide range of liturgy.327 Similarly, he 
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omits the Articles of Religion from his Quadrilateral seeing them as part of Anglican heritage, rather 
than of the heritage of the whole Church. 
The second version of the Quadrilateral was at the heart of a lengthy resolution of the American 
House of Bishops during the 1886 General Convention held in Chicago. The resolution was not put to 
the Deputies but a form of it later returned to that House, where it was adopted in the Lambeth version 
as part of a resolution calling for a Joint Commission on Christian Unity. The amended text was 
clearly acceptable to Huntington, as he proposed the relevant resolution himself.328 The American 
bishops did not ignore the importance of Huntington’s claims for Anglican principles but clearly felt 
that he had been overly terse; their text was significantly modified. The changes are italicized below: 
1. ‘The Holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments as the revealed Word of God 
2. The Nicene Creed as the sufficient statement of the Christian Faith 
3. The two Sacraments – Baptism and the Supper of the Lord – ministered with unfailing use of 
Christ’s words of institution and of the elements ordained by Him. 
4. The Historic Episcopate, locally adapted in the methods of its administration to the varying 
needs of the nations and peoples of God into the unity of His Church.’329 
As we have seen in Chapter Three, Lambeth 3 spent considerable time considering relationships 
between the Christian traditions. Among the Resolutions adopted on the subject stands R1888/11, 
which includes a version of Huntington’s Quadrilateral.330 The Lambeth version is described as, 
‘articles [which] supply a basis on which approach may be made by God’s blessings towards home 
reunion’.331  
The text of the four clauses is not the same as in Huntington or at Chicago. One of the amendments, 
ironically, uses the language of the 39 Articles to amplify Huntington’s original. The amendments are 
italicised: 
1. ‘The Holy Scriptures of the Old New Testaments, as ‘containing all things necessary to 
salvation’, and being the rule and ultimate standard of faith 
2. The Apostles’ Creed, as the baptismal symbol; and the Nicene Creed as the sufficient 
statement of faith. 
3. The two sacraments ordained by Christ himself – Baptism and the Supper of the Lord – 
ministered with unfailing use of Christ’s words of institution and of the elements ordained by 
him.  
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4. The Historic Episcopate, locally adapted in the methods of its administration to the varying 
needs of the nations and peoples called of God into the unity of his Church. 
In the following sections we will examine the four clauses in turn, considering the development of the 
text of each and their roots in the deeper history and theology of the Christian religious tradition. 
2: Scripture 
Adherence to the canon of Scripture has long been a feature of normative Christianity and the addition 
of other texts a symptom of heterodoxy. Additional texts occasionally appeared in the first Christian 
centuries, which were often pseudopigraphic; claims of supplementary revelation were also known in 
the ancient world, particularly in Gnostic circles.332 In modern times additional texts are more likely to 
be represented as supplementary revelation, such as the Book of Mormon. Adherence to a 
supplementary text, then, becomes an identifier of a group that consequently is not normally 
considered to be within the spectrum of those ‘who believe as the Church believes’. The most 
importance test of a text’s claim to Scriptural status was its connection with a known leader among 
the first Christians. A number of attempts to define the range of Scripture are known to have been 
made but by the early fourth century acceptance of the Athanasian canon was normative. Anglican 
adherence to the Athanasian Canon is an aspect of a claim to hold the faith once delivered, without 
sectarian addition, rooted in the patristic church.  
The evolution of the Quadrilateral statement on Scripture is illustrated below: 
SCRIPTURE 
Source Text 
 
Huntington 
 
The Holy Scriptures as the Word of God. 
 
 
Chicago Resolution 
 
The Holy Scriptures of the Old and New 
Testaments as the revealed Word of God 
 
 
Lambeth Resolution 
 
The Holy Scriptures of the Old New 
Testaments, as ‘containing all things 
necessary to salvation’, and being the rule and 
ultimate standard of faith. 
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Scripture has the prime place as being that which binds all Christians together. Anglicans have a 
particular way of handling Scripture: an analogy often used is of reading it through the spectacle 
lenses of tradition and reason, to which some would add, on the advice of John Wesley, that the 
outcome should be tested against human experience.333 Formal commitment to Scriptural inerrancy 
does not feature in the historic Formularies; indeed Article 7 encourages a view that it is Christ who is 
the Word of God – not the scriptural text.334  
Huntington wrote: 
Anglicanism is pledged to no particular philosophy of interpretation ... how far and in what 
manner the divine and human elements coexist there, it is idle to surmise because manifestly 
impossible to determine.335  
Huntington’s first clause is not intended to impose the Anglican way of handling Scripture upon other 
traditions; rather it is intended to assert the loyalty of Anglicans to Scripture as a point of 
commonality with other Christian traditions who would each have their own distinctive approaches to 
the interpretation of the texts. The emphasis in the Quadrilateral is on that which is held in common, 
rather than that which is divisive.  
The Chicago amendments make clear the positioning of Anglicans alongside other Reformation 
churches because the phrase, ‘of the Old and New Testaments’ has the effect of excluding the 
Apocryphal (Deutero-canonical) texts, in distinction to Orthodox and Latin practice. Article 6 says 
that the canonical books are those whose authority has never been doubted in the Church. The 
Apocrypha is held to be valuable but not appropriate for the definition of doctrine, following 
Jerome.336 On this basis occasional readings from the Apocryphal books are included in the Anglican 
lectionaries. This view is cognate with the position of the Methodist and Lutheran traditions but not so 
with those traditions more influenced by Calvin’s thinking, where the Apocryphal books have no 
standing.337 The addition of the phrase ‘as the revealed word of God’ serves to protect the view that 
Scripture is part of God’s revelation of himself in the world and not merely an antique text. 
Lambeth 3 further modified the clause by adding the phrase ‘containing all things necessary to 
salvation’ (from Article 6). The phrase reinforces the primacy of the canonical Scriptures so as to 
exclude the possibility of the addition of material of a confessional nature, whether it be obedience to 
a particular Ordinary, such as the Papacy, or subscription to a particular Confession, such as that of 
Westminster. Salvation is freely and generally available, not set about with conditions deriving from 
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membership of a particular Christian confession or from the adoption of any extra-canonical text or 
statement. The confession of the Catholic faith is made in the context of Scriptural requirements 
common to all of Christendom, not the particular requirements of the various Christian traditions. So 
we may see that there is little that would be controversial as between the Reformation churches in this 
first clause. Orthodox and Roman Catholic believers would not perhaps be content with the way that 
the Deuterocanonical texts are, in practice, excluded – apart from very limited lectionary use. 
3: The Creeds  
There are New Testament texts that have the quality of credal statements about them; Kelly adduces a 
considerable number of such texts.338 Phil. 2.6-11 and 1 Cor. 15.3-7, for instance, are both currently 
authorised for use as Affirmations of Faith at Services of the Word in English Anglican worship.339 
However, the creeds referred to in the Quadrilateral are later in date and conceived for specific 
purposes. They do not seem to have particular Scriptural antecedents but arise from a characteristic 
Christian concern with orthodoxy.340 Creeds were written both as formal patterned declarations prior 
to baptism and as controversial texts setting out the range of acceptable belief.  
The Apostles’ Creed used in the Western Church is essentially the kind of baptismal confession that 
was made by candidates being presented within the Christian community. Initially interrogatory in 
style, by the third century it was being recited by candidates in the form of a continuous text.341 The 
three-fold form of the text was dictated by ancient practice whereby the candidate would answer each 
of the baptismal questions in turn and be immersed once after each affirmative response.342 The text is 
a descendant of the Old Roman Baptismal Creed, which lies at the root of a family of western creeds 
but which have little standing in the East. 
The Eastern Churches primarily use the Symbol of Nicaea-Constantinople, one of the shared texts of 
Christendom and used in worship by a wide range of Christian traditions. Anglicans most often recite 
it in a Eucharistic context. The text was developed during the Christological controversies of the early 
fourth century but also under imperial political pressure that there should be clarity of definition 
around Christian identity.343 Kelly says that such creeds were, ‘devised as the touchstone by which the 
doctrines of Church teachers and leaders might be certified as correct’.  344  
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They were intended to be theological tools; Turner, an earlier student of credal development, 
characterised them thus, ‘the older creeds were for catechumens but the new creed was a creed for 
bishops’.345 
The Quadrilateral statements on the creeds again show development: 
CREEDS 
Source Text 
 
Huntington 
 
The Primitive Creeds as the Rule of Faith. 
 
 
Chicago Resolution 
 
The Nicene Creed as the sufficient statement of 
the Christian Faith 
 
 
Lambeth Resolution 
 
The Apostles’ Creed, as the baptismal symbol; 
and the Nicene Creed as the sufficient 
statement of faith. 
 
Huntington does not say which creeds he means but the meaning is clear in his argument. The 
expression Rule of Faith is of considerable antiquity having been used by Iranaeus, Tertullian and 
Origen but is unlikely to have signified a fixed form of words in their time.346 Huntington says that 
some of his contemporaries argued that a ‘simple faith’, without doctrinal complexity, was needed but 
Huntington responded that: 
Christianity as a religion rests upon a basis of alleged fact. Discredit this foundation, destroy 
people’s faith in its strength, and the whole fabric will tumble to the ground in a hundredth 
part of the time it has taken to rear it. When the Church renounces the principle of dogma, she 
will be simply be committing suicide.347 
Creeds express the dogma of the Church, its first principles, without which its existence as a visible, 
voluntary society of people committed to the idea of a Kingdom that begins its existence on earth and 
finds its completion in the world to come would not be viable. 
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The Chicago version makes two significant changes, it omits the Apostles’ Creed and calls the 
Nicaean symbol a ‘sufficient statement’. There is no claim of fullness or completion about these two 
creeds but, rather, that the doctrines set out in the symbol are those on which Christians may agree – 
regardless of other particular doctrines a tradition may wish to advocate. The Nicene symbol sets out 
the essentials that distinguish those who affirm it as believing as the Church believes: those who 
believe only part, or notions contrary to it, may in some sense be on a spectrum of Christian belief but 
do not believe as the Church does. 
The problem of the division between the Greek and Latin churches over the double procession of the 
Holy Spirit, centred on the Latin addition of the ‘filioque’ clause to the Nicaean symbol has been well 
rehearsed.348 Positive contacts between Anglicans and the Orthodox from the earliest days of the 
Lambeth Conferences have led to an Anglican willingness to omit filioque in the interest of better 
relationships with the east.349  
The Lambeth version asserts the normative position of the Apostles’ Creed as the baptismal creed of 
the west, emphasising the common heritage of the sundered western churches against their fissiparous 
tendencies. Thus, the final text looks in two directions at once, to the east and the symbol of the 
undivided church, but also to the western baptismal heritage. The rootedness of Anglican tradition in 
the common heritage of all Christians is affirmed and the claim of Anglicans to be a local expression 
of the Catholic faith is asserted. 
4: The Sacraments 
The first Anglican Catechism classically describes a sacrament as, ‘an outward and visible sign of an 
inward and spiritual grace given unto us, ordained by Christ himself, as a means whereby we receive 
the same, and a pledge to assure us thereof’.350 
The catechism is also clear that there are but two sacraments. This is in keeping with Reformation 
thinking but not with the older Greek and Latin understandings that there are seven.  There was, 
indeed, a debate in England as to whether the act of reconciliation should be considered a third 
sacrament, especially as it might be argued that it has authority from Christ. The Ten Articles (1536) 
included Penance as a third dominical sacrament but Cranmer and the evangelicals argued against it, 
and absolutely against the other four.351 The issue was resolved by the evangelical ascendency from 
the beginning of the reign of Edward 6th and Cranmer had his way, although he was prepared to agree, 
at least in the 1530s, that the omitted four had something of a sacramental nature, following St. 
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Ambrose’s argument that the washing of the disciples’ feet by Christ had the marks of a sacrament 
about it.352  
The debate re-emerged as a result of the Tractarian movement and so we find Lambeth 2 agreeing, 
somewhat reluctantly, that formal confession was permissible but not mandatory.353 Bishops with a 
‘protestant’ view were hampered in their opposition by the Communion Service rubric which makes 
provision for ‘interview’ by the minister in the case of those held to be in sin354 and also by the 
general provision of BCP ‘for the relief of troubled consciences’. 
SACRAMENTS 
Source Text 
 
Huntington 
 
The two Sacraments ordained by Christ 
himself. 
 
 
Chicago Resolution 
 
The two Sacraments – Baptism and the Supper 
of the Lord – ministered with unfailing use of 
Christ’s words of institution and of the 
elements ordained by Him. 
 
 
Lambeth Resolution 
 
The two sacraments ordained by Christ 
himself – Baptism and the Supper of the Lord 
– ministered with unfailing use of Christ’s 
words of institution and of the elements 
ordained by him.  
 
The Chicago version makes a contextually significant statement about how the sacraments are to be 
celebrated, referring to the dispute over the use of fermented grape juice in the communion. For 
reasons to do with their social mission some protestant communities, particularly those associated 
with the beginnings of the Temperance Movement, had stopped using wine. The Anglican position is 
that, however laudable and ethically correct that view might have been, it remains theologically 
correct to follow the tradition that Christ intended wine to be used, cf. R1888/2: ‘the use of any liquid 
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other than true wine ... is unwarranted by the example of our Lord and an unauthorised departure from 
the custom of the Catholic Church’.355 
Similarly, Anglicans may well honour the commitment of Salvationists to the gospel, but a Vow on 
the Flag, however solemn the words spoken, is not a baptism with water in the name of the Holy 
Trinity.356 The Salvationist would respond that if a sacrament is indeed the outward sign of a spiritual 
condition, it is the inward condition which is important not that which signifies it.357 
Huntington writes that: 
The peculiar claim of the sacraments to rank as pledges of unity is this, that they are among 
the few undisputed legacies of the Apostolic age. Upon whatever other points Christians may 
differ, they are agreed that these two simple rites, Baptism and the Supper of the Lord, have 
been in use in the Church since the beginning. Even those who, like the Society of Friends, 
reject the sacraments altogether, do so on the grounds that Christians have no longer need of 
such external helps, not upon the ground that the rites themselves are of post-apostolic 
origin.358 
5: Episcopacy 
The New Testament witnesses to a variety of ministerial practice. The language of later ministerial 
theology is easily to be found but the settled order of bishops, presbyters and deacons cannot be 
securely evidenced as established, normative or unchallenged.359 Within the range of practice, one 
stream seems based on the pattern inherited from the synagogue, of a leader and a group of elders in 
each community. 360 Christians superimposed additional roles of travelling prophets and apostles. 361 
Ephesians 4, on the other hand, sets out a five-fold pattern of ministry, apostle, prophet, evangelist, 
pastor and teacher, which, the writer has argued elsewhere, is reflected in modern English Anglican 
practice of three ordained orders and two lay orders of Evangelist and Reader.362  
While Anglicans have been ready to declare that ‘since the Apostles’ time there have been these three 
orders in the Church’ this assertion cannot wholly be supported.  363 The institution is of great antiquity 
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but the evidence is so patchy that it is difficult to argue for established continuity.364 Schillebeeckx 
argues that by the mid-second century the three-fold ministry was normative and that the communities 
with different orders had disappeared or lapsed into heresy.365  Huntington is clear, ‘The Anglican 
principle insists upon governmental unity as an essential condition for oneness in the Church.’ 
By the time of the Council of Chalcedon the pattern seems well established with the primary 
relationship being between a bishop and a community: a bishopless church is described by Canon 24 
of the Council of Chalcedon as being a ‘widow’.366 The presbyters depend upon the bishop even 
where he has come from among their number; while they share in the ordination of new presbyters, 
they do not share in the ordination of their bishop, who may only be ordained by other bishops.367  
 
EPISCOPATE 
Source Text 
 
Huntington 
 
The Episcopate as the key-stone of 
Governmental Unity. 
 
 
Chicago Resolution 
 
The Historic Episcopate, locally adapted in 
the methods of its administration to the 
varying needs of the nations and peoples of 
God into the unity of His Church. 
 
 
Lambeth Resolution 
 
The Historic Episcopate locally adapted in the 
methods of its administration to the varying 
needs of the nations and peoples called of God 
into the unity of his Church. 
 
 
Anglicans broadly view episcopacy as essential to the well-being of the Church; some would go 
further and regard it as part of the essence of the Church but this is not the dominant ecclesiological 
                                                   
364
 Horne in Hall,C. & Hannaford, R, (Eds)(1996) Order and Ministry,  Leominster, Gracewing; 5. 
365
 Schillebeeckx,E. (1981) Ministry – a case for change, London, SCM; 24. 
366
 http://www.earlychurchtexts.com/public/chalcedon_canons.htm, accessed 29 February, 2012. 
367
 The disciplinary Canons of Nicaea insist upon this, which suggests that it may not always have been the case 
up to the adoption of Canon 4. 
88 
 
view. Huntington’s phrase sums this up well, the bishop’s task is to unite the ministry of the church. 
Characteristically, he avoids over-definition but we may be left wondering how distinctive such an 
episcopal ministry might be in comparison, for instance, with a Baptist Regional Minister? So, 
Chicago adds the phrase ‘historic episcopate’ to make clear that what is intended is a view of 
oversight that is rooted in the tradition of the Church. Bishops belong to a distinct order of ministry, to 
which they are specifically called by the community and to which they are admitted by the laying on 
of hands with the invocation of the Holy Spirit, public prayer and acclamation. As with any ordination 
the person is imprinted as having a life-long call.368 In this sense then, a bishop is who a person is, not 
the role that she fulfils.  
At the same time the Lambeth Fathers had the courage to assert that the ways in which the episcopal 
office had been conducted in earlier days do not determine its future form, episcopacy must be 
adaptive to local culture and conditions. Bishops will be necessary for a future united Church but they 
are not a measure of the value of the ministry in the existing disunited churches. Avis writes that, 
‘Anglicans hold that episcopacy is a fundamental characteristic of the church but their formularies do 
not argue the case for it or decry those who lack it’.369 
The US bishops brought their iteration of the Quadrilateral to Lambeth 3 in order to commend it as a 
potential tool for the reunification of the churches. The Conference was able to receive it as being in 
keeping with the broader understanding among the Communion’s bishops. Here we see an expression 
of the methodology of the Conferences.  Following debate and reception of the idea the Conference 
expressed its endorsement of the Quadrilateral by the adoption of the report and resolution. The 1888 
Lambeth resolution was well received at the time. For example, Charles Shields, an American 
Presbyterian from Princeton was reported in the Scottish Guardian thus:  
In justice let it be added that neither hierarchical nor sacerdotal claims have been put before 
us as terms of church unity. Not the Roman or Anglican prelacy, but simply the historic 
episcopate as adapted to American Christianity; not the priestly view of the sacraments but 
simply the sacramental words and acts themselves; not the denominational Articles of 
Religion but simply the Nicene Creed of a once united church; not even the revered Prayer 
Book but simply the Holy Scriptures. And these are the terms of unity proposed by a Church 
hitherto reputed to be the most narrow and exclusive body in the land. Will any other church 
sacrifice as much for unity?370 
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b: Analysis  
Huntington’s greatest single contribution to Anglican ecclesiological thought was the proposal that 
the ecclesiology of a future uniting Church should not depend on the denominational preferences of 
his own time but on the shared heritage of the Church. Thus, he does not ask ‘what would it suit 
Anglicans for the Church to be like’ but instead, ‘what we can learn from our heritage that will secure 
our future’. Consequently, he abandons long held Anglicans positions because they had become 
impediments to reunion. An outstandingly loyal and effective advocate of a particular Christian 
tradition thus states that there are greatly valued elements of his own tradition that might be 
surrendered in the face of the greater claim made by the cause of Christian unity.  
The clauses of Huntington’s Quadrilateral each have a degree of controversy, despite his claim that 
they are fundamental features of the Christian Church. Some aspects of the controversy were 
particular to his time; others continue to have serious impact in the twenty-first century. For example, 
the time when he wrote was one of serious debate among Anglicans concerning the nature of 
Scripture. Comparison of the successive Quadrilaterals shows us that in order to gain acceptance the 
initial phrasing of Huntington’s writing was subject to progressive elaboration. Huntington’s 
apparently simple phrase, that the Scriptures ‘are the word of God’, conceals a range of opinion as 
between different Christian traditions concerning the means of inspiration and the role of the 
interpreter. The debate in England over the book Essays and Reviews seemed to have shown that the 
Church of England had no particular fixed understanding of how Scripture was to be seen as inspired. 
The legal judgement arising from the controversy over Essays and Reviews was that English Anglican 
ministers were entitled to reasonable doubt about the context, authorship and interpretation of 
scriptural books, so long as they did not deny their ‘broad inspiration’, whatever that might mean.371 
Clearly, there would have to be significant work undertaken between the Christians traditions to reach 
any common understanding about the authority of the Scriptures at such a time, as well as within the 
Anglican tradition.  
Closely related to the issues around Scripture are those questions concerning the Creeds. Free Church 
theologians frequently argued that the Creeds could not be held as a measure of the faith of the 
Church without imperilling the truth that the Holy Spirit could, and does, bring further understanding 
to the Church.372  Tying ourselves to these past statements, they felt, might prevent future inspiration. 
As we shall see in Chapter Nine this issue particularly came to the fore during the Joint Conferences 
between Anglicans and the English Free Churches – a difficulty that was unanticipated on the 
Anglican side. There does seem, somehow, to be a degree of inconsistency in a position that ties the 
Church to the Scriptures but is unable to honour the creeds derived from Scripture. This debate 
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touches questions around the nature of the teaching authority of the Church to which we shall have to 
return in Chapters Ten and Eleven. 
Evangelical Free Church reticence concerning the form and manner of the sacraments arose from the 
same concern. From their standpoint, too close an adherence to the past appears to limit the ability of 
the Holy Spirit to lead the Church to new understanding in relation to the cultures amongst which it is 
now set. Thus, later, the Evangelical Free Churches replied to Anglicans that, ‘We need to keep our 
minds free to learn of the Holy Spirit’.373 The nineteenth century difficulties around the form and 
manner of the sacraments seem to have retreated somewhat but this cannot be said of the continuing 
controversy over episcopacy.  
None of the potential English ecumenical partners were without some ministry of oversight. The 
difficulties arise from the manner in which it is exercised and the form of authorisation of the 
ministers. Anglicans maintain that the episcopate is a distinct order to which a person is particularly 
ordained. Other denominations may have their Regional Ministers, as in the URC, but they are seen in 
a functional manner, a role within the overall ministry which a person fulfils and then might withdraw 
from.  There is no permanency in the condition of being a Regional Minister in the way that there is 
for an Anglican bishop. At the turn of the Twentieth Century, Free Church concern was about how 
episcopacy had been practiced among Anglicans and particularly within the Church of England. Free 
Church Christians saw bishops as autocratic, aloof from the people and primarily figures of the State, 
despite Anglican movement toward lay representation in governance and the idea of ‘constitutional 
episcopacy’.374   
Significantly, no iteration of the Quadrilateral raises the question of Apostolic Succession, the claim 
of unbroken continuity in the episcopacy. For Catholic and Orthodox Christians – and also many 
Anglicans – such continuity is a mark of authenticity. The Reformation churches instead argue that 
authenticity derives from what is the leaders preach and the people practice. The Lima Statement 
proposes a conciliatory view that episcopal continuity might be seen as ‘the sign but not the guarantee 
of the continuity and unity of the Church’.375 In recent ecumenical writing, especially since the Lima 
Statement, there has been a widening of understanding of Apostolic Succession away from the simple 
mechanical sequence of manual impositions to a view that the Church shows itself to be apostolic 
through its witness, communal life, teaching and ministry. In their formal statements the Anglicans 
maintained the sufficiency of their own ministry but did not make any judgement about the ministry 
of others. 
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Lambeth 3 adopted a number of significant resolutions with wide ecumenical scope that review 
progress and make proposals regarding ecumenical relationships. The adoption of the Quadrilateral at 
that time was not the only matter that concerns us. R1888/19 was the resolution that had the effect of 
releasing Anglican communities from obedience to the Articles of Religion, should they so choose. 376 
Again, the provinces were held to have such a decision within their own competence. The 
confessional implication of this is profound as it detaches Anglican identity from a document that had 
previously been held to be both formative and normative.  A Lutheran who is detached from the 
Augsberg Confession would be surprising but an Anglican detached from the Articles now becomes 
an open possibility. Newman went to Rome, in part, because of the furore over his struggle with the 
Articles but now, barely forty years later, in Huntington’s analysis, they are to be seen as part of 
Anglican system rather than Anglican principle. 
Abandonment of the Articles in this way is a serious matter in terms of the unity of the Anglican 
Communion. Atherstone, writing for a conservative Evangelical readership, for example, argues that 
it is one of the key components of a collapse of theological coherence in the Anglican Communion. A 
collapse that, he believes, will lead to its division.377 This argument strongly illustrates the desire of 
some Anglicans to hold onto confessional identity regardless of any ecumenical imperative – even in 
the face of existing Anglican participation in united churches that have abandoned confessional 
statements in order to become something new. Churches like that of South India hold Anglican 
principles only in a fashion subordinate to a greater principle of the visible union of Christians.378 
They exhibit all the ecclesial features for which Huntington argued but also acknowledge their roots 
in a diversity of Christian traditions.  
The Lambeth fathers consistently pursued an eirenical path through advocacy of the Quadrilateral that 
was welcomed by the free churches in England.379 Their statements of Anglican principle should not 
be interpreted as condemnatory of Free Church practice but rather as an expression of core areas for 
ecclesiological debate and, if possible, resolution.  They make clear the Anglican position that a future 
united church would have to hold to the principles enunciated regarding scripture, sacraments, creeds 
and ministry – whatever had been the practice in the past. That position was applied in the debates 
that worked out the eventual agreements to form the united Church of South India and in that led to 
the Porvoo Communion of Anglican and Nordic Lutheran churches. A consultative methodology of 
debate can be seen at work in each of these cases where there was a shared commitment to resolve 
legitimate differences among Christians, leading to acts of union, yet without imperilling diversity. 
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The Quadrilateral gave Lambeth 6 a place from which the bishops could begin the self-description of 
their tradition. Being able to describe themselves meant that they knew what they were looking for in 
terms of potential commonality with other Christian communions. The Quadrilateral indicates the 
signs of common heritage whereby separated communions might map a route back towards one 
another. The Quadrilateral’s utility was, however, limited because it was essentially an Anglican 
understanding. Christians of other traditions would recognise Anglicanism in it but also recognise a 
degree of difference.  
c. Conclusion  
The Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral is an expression of the central ideas of Anglican ecclesiology. As 
an instrument of debate it has its roots in the work of the American W.R. Huntington whose own 
experience of disunity in the politics and religion of the US fired a deep longing for reconciliation. He 
sought to understand what the key features of the Church might be, to express them simply and 
commend them to all Christians as a route to reunion. His ideas were taken up by the American 
bishops and commended to Lambeth 3, which adopted the Quadrilateral as a sufficient expression of 
Anglican ecclesiology that could be a basis for discussions about reunion. 
The elements of the Quadrilateral have roots that stretch back to the earliest days of Christian belief 
and practice. They express an understanding of the essentials of the life of the Church that both 
represents the shared heritage of the churches but also represents the areas about which they most 
disagree. That there should be so much dissension among Christians in these areas illustrates their 
fundamental status within Christian self-understanding. The clauses allow a degree of elasticity that 
permits them to be understood developmentally, presenting opportunities for the Church to see how 
these ideas may sustain it and help it to pursue its mission. The question of whether each of them 
should be held as essential to the Church’s being is unresolved but Anglicans would see each of them 
as, at the very least, contributing to the well-being of the Church.  
Anglicans propose the Quadrilateral as the starting point for a discussion about how Christians might 
draw together. However, specifying these four areas has the effect of turning them into a norm for the 
Anglican position within ecumenical dialogue; they have become an agenda for that dialogue. The 
Quadrilateral does not present a fully elaborated doctrinal scheme but it does show where Anglicans 
have the greatest degree of expressed self-understanding. When deploying the Quadrilateral, 
Anglicans do not call into question the faithfulness of other Christian traditions nor the reality of 
God’s evident blessings upon those other Christian communities. On the contrary, the evident 
faithfulness of those communities it what makes it appropriate for Anglicans to seek to draw into 
union with them.  
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The Quadrilateral gave Lambeth 6 a place from which the bishops could begin the self-description of 
their tradition. Being able to describe themselves meant that they knew what they were looking for in 
terms of potential commonality with other Christian communions. The Quadrilateral indicates the 
signs of common heritage whereby separated communions might map a route back towards one 
another. The Quadrilateral’s utility was, however, limited because it was essentially an Anglican 
understanding. Christians of other traditions would recognise Anglicanism in it but also recognise a 
degree of difference. However, the Quadrilateral has formed the basis for successfully concluded 
schemes of recognition and reunion such as the Church of South India and the Porvoo Communion. 
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Five: Randall Davidson and the Lambeth Conferences 
This chapter will assess Davidson’s influence upon the conference tradition. His career and 
experience gave him unparalleled knowledge of the Conferences which he used to bring Lambeth 6 to 
the point where it could confidently issue the Appeal. The strength of his personal prestige among the 
bishops gave the Appeal authority as an Anglican ecclesiological statement. During his long 
archiepiscopacy he showed great flexibility and the ability to develop his views. This chapter argues 
that the example of his conduct and approach typifies the conference spirit, pursuing a path of 
moderation and flexibility through consultation and shared reflection. 
Preaching on St. George’s Day, 1924, Davidson asked ‘what will our great-grandchildren think of us 
and the religious element of the life we are sharing?’380 That is an interesting question to address as 
we, ourselves, are those upon whom he pondered. He surmised that we would be ‘concerned to see 
how a restless and crowded people’ sought to find their way back to equilibrium after the upheaval of 
the Great War, about the bewilderments of international relations and ‘how democracy was revealing 
in new ways its powers and its perils’. He was keen to say that any attempt to say how we would look 
upon his day would be both ‘presumptuous and futile’. 
These are the words of one who had lived through a time of remarkable and terrible experiences. He 
was a Victorian clergyman who stayed on into the twentieth century. He had indeed been at the heart 
of the Victorian church to an extraordinary degree and deeply trusted by Queen Victoria herself as a 
source of advice on all matters pertaining to the Church of England. 
Yet Davidson had a list of significant innovations to his credit. He was the first Archbishop of 
Canterbury to travel in North America; the first to give a New Year’s radio broadcast, a tradition still 
maintained.381 He was the first archbishop to preside over two Lambeth Conferences. He brought the 
Enabling Act 1919 to Parliament bringing an unprecedented degree of self-government and lay 
involvement to the Church of England. His leadership grasped the nettle of Prayer Book reform in 
1927. He was the first Archbishop of Canterbury ever to retire.382 
Merrill and West state that, in writing about others, authors are as much seeking to understand 
themselves as they are to understand their subjects; we cannot, they argue, write the stories of others 
without reflecting our own histories, social and cultural locations as well as our subjectivities and 
values.383 To this list we might also add ambition, in the case of Bell’s biography of Davidson. The 
use of Bell’s work presents two problems.  
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First, Bell did not have undifferentiated original sources; pre-selection of documents had taken place 
under Davidson’s direction. Davidson’s personal secretary, Arthur Shepherd, had a significant role. 384 
He ‘facilitat[ed] the work of selection’ within the chosen material.385 The Davidson archive is vast.386 
Bell’s Preface is clear that the papers had already been prepared for use; Davidson had hoped to 
undertake the project himself but was prevented by his early death.387   
Second, Bell was a protégé of the childless Davidson, a loyal aide who could be relied on to present 
the biography in a congenial way.  Bell’s career mirrored that of Davidson, the trusted chaplain at 
Lambeth, preferred to a Deanery – Canterbury in Bell’s case – and to a diocese. Davidson wrote the 
biography of his father-in-law, Tait, and Bell that of Davidson.388 The parallels are compelling; Bell 
was aware of them and it seems as if the biography was part of a personal positioning. Denzin 
proposes that the stories of others are at times turned into a kind of narrative heroic fiction in which 
the subject becomes a construct dependent upon the narratives of the author. In this case, numerous 
passages show us that Bell held Davidson in the highest possible regard and the writing approaches its 
subject in an uncritical, hagiographical way. Bell in his turn was also well regarded; a week after 
Lambeth 6 ended Lang of York wrote to Davidson: 
I am full of gratitude to Bell for all the invaluable work he had done in preparing the ground 
for the Appeal and the Encyclical. I hope his unique experience will not  be lost by his going 
into ordinary parish work.389 
Fortunately, we have two other contemporary sources on which to draw. First, Sidney Dark, a prolific 
biographical writer, produced Davidson and the English Church at the end of his subject’s life.390 
Dark was editor of the Church Times, in those days aggressively Anglo-Catholic, and therefore often 
critical of Davidson’s moderate position.391 Even so, Dark’s writing is well balanced and, while he 
does not hesitate to note areas of tension, he is even-handed in his treatment. Second, Charles Herbert 
was asked by his publishers to produce a biography to celebrate the twenty-fifth year of Davidson’s 
archiepiscopacy.392 The style is florid but also has a degree of contemporary commentary that is 
valuable to the researcher. Both writers bring a degree of critical analysis to their subject that is 
important because of its historical proximity. 
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a. Davidson: a Victorian clerical career 
1. Prior to 1903  
Like Crauford Tait, Davidson was of Scottish Presbyterian heritage; their fathers were at school 
together, both families having a legal background.393  Bell notes that Davidson’s father had 
determined on an English education for his three sons and having made that decision he began to 
attend an English Episcopal congregation in Edinburgh.394 Randall was, apparently, his parent’s 
favourite.395 Once Randall had been ordained bishop, his father began to describe himself as Church 
of England but was evasive about his ecclesial allegiance, neither being confirmed an Anglican nor 
attending Scottish Episcopal worship. The boys’ schooling was English and Anglican, Davidson was 
in Westcott’s house at Harrow; Davidson later describing Westcott as a prophetic figure.396 Tait and 
Davidson were confirmed together by Tait, pere, by then bishop of London. They went to Oxford 
together, travelled abroad and read for ordination, on Westcott’s advice, at the Temple under 
Vaughan.397 Although his studies were interrupted by ill health, Davidson was eventually called to 
serve title at Dartford in Kent, largely through the influence of the Taits.398 The two were ordained 
together by Parry of Dover, acting for Tait senior, now Archbishop but unwell.399 Davidson was later 
offered a living in Canterbury by Tait but he felt unable to accept.  400  
Crauford Tait served title as his father’s chaplain but wished to marry and took a parish, so the 
Lambeth Chaplaincy was offered to Davidson in 1877. Davidson became resident at Lambeth as the 
junior of the five chaplains.401 By January 1878 he had proposed marriage to Tait’s second surviving 
daughter, Edith, and they were married in the Lambeth chapel at the end of the year.402 He was a 
trusted private secretary and extremely close to his father-in-law, particularly after the tragic deaths of 
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Crauford and the archbishop’s wife.403 Increasingly, he was left to handle the correspondence 
independently.404 By the time he left Lambeth he was highly versed in the detailed workings of the 
Church of England.  Herbert writes that, ‘It might be said that if he read with Dr. Vaughan ... for Holy 
Orders, he read for Episcopal Orders with Archbishop Tait’.405 
Tait appointed him as one of the Six Preachers of Canterbury, Hill suggests that he was the most 
distinguished person to hold the office to that time.406 He was appointed Sub-Almoner of Windsor, an 
honorary post, as a compliment to his father-in-law, giving him status as a Royal Chaplain.407 
Tait died in 1881; Davidson wrote a description of the death-bed scene for the Queen’s information. 
She was much impressed and Davidson wrote again discussing Tait’s hopes for his possible successor 
– particularly naming Benson of Truro.408 In this way, he seems to have had a major role in selecting 
his own next employer. When it became clear that Davidson was to serve as Benson’s chaplain the 
Queen instructed her private secretary to establish a secret cypher so that Davidson’s advice on church 
matters could be passed confidentially.409 Victoria commented that she expected him to be, ‘a man of 
great use to me’ as she was feeling the loss of Dean Stanley as an advisor.410 
When the Deanery of Windsor became vacant in 1883, Victoria set herself on preferring Davidson. 
Gladstone felt him too young but the Queen had taken the precaution of procuring a statement from 
Benson that Davidson’s age should not be a barrier to the appointment.411 Victoria often consulted 
Davidson, he possessed huge knowledge of the personnel of the Church of England and regularly 
advised her on questions of preferment.412 
Dark says Benson relied on Davidson as heavily as Tait had done, even after his preferment to 
Windsor.413 The events around the trial of King of Lincoln illustrate this reliance. Benson 
corresponded with him over the jurisdiction issue. His initial letter declining to hear the case says that, 
‘after much consultation especially with the Dean of Windsor’ he had, ‘failed to satisfy himself that 
he had jurisdiction’. An appeal by the putative prosecutors to the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council obtained a ruling that the jurisdiction existed and Benson was obliged to proceed with 
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‘continued dependence’ on Davidson.414 The judgement was Benson’s own work but his son wrote 
that, ‘Dean Davidson was in this matter, as in so many, his intimate friend and counsellor’.415 
Preaching at the dedication of Benson’s memorial in Canterbury Cathedral, Davidson spoke with 
admiration of Benson’s calmness at this difficult time: 
When the question arose of reviving for active exercise, then and there the Archbishop’s court 
for the trial of a bishop, the opposition from the great majority of those who would have been 
deemed his wisest counsellors was more vehement than people care now to remember. With 
quiet, unobtrusive courage he persevered. Not many, I think, will now say that he was 
wrong.416 
Davidson was, of course, one of those counsellors. He asserts that the greatest gift Benson gave to the 
Church of England was to create clarity about how great a force for good the Church could be in 
English society and, ‘he made people keen to be churchman and church women, because they better 
understood what it meant’.417 
In 1891 Davidson was appointed bishop of Rochester, he approached the role over-energetically and 
his health broke. When, in 1895, Winchester became vacant he was translated thence. Winchester was 
a more wealthy, better organised diocese and not under the same kind of pressure as the rapidly 
expanding south London communities that Rochester then included.418 Victoria had already appointed 
him Clerk to the Closet (Principal Royal Chaplain), going to Winchester made him diocesan for 
Windsor and the Queen’s favourite home, Osborne House, as well as ex officio prelate of the Order of 
the Garter.419 Thus, he remained in close contact with the court and available to counsel the Queen. 
He was at her deathbed and presided over the immediate funeral arrangements. Perhaps we should not 
be surprised that his Canterbury Cathedral monument shows Davidson wearing court shoes. 
The new king, Edward 7th, was far less interested in ecclesiastical matters but regularly consulted 
Davidson. When Frederick Temple was translated to Canterbury there was some thought that 
Davidson might follow him at London; the king tried to persuade him but Davidson pled ill-health.420 
Temple’s primacy was short, and being already elderly, the succession question was soon under 
discussion. When Temple died, Davidson was nominated and he became archbishop in 1903. He and 
Edith returned to the home where she had grown up, where they had been married and where 
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Davidson had learned the craft of ecclesiastical administration; it is unlikely that anyone was 
surprised by the appointment.421 
2. Challenges during his archiepiscopate 
Davidson wrote to Maclagan of York seeking his affirmation, and in reply Maclagan wrote that, 
Your long and intimate acquaintance with Lambeth and its Archbishops, and all the duties 
belonging to their office, has been a remarkable and providential preparation for your 
succeeding them in the Archbishopric. I feel sure that you have special gifts which will enable 
you not only to carry on their work, but to add to it some features which will greatly promote 
the interests of the Church.422 
The Times expressed its approval of the appointment and suggested that the result would have been no 
different had there been a free vote of the House of Bishops. The piece speaks approvingly of his 
moderation and careful handling of the difficulties arising from ritualism in particular.423 His 
colleagues, the editor notes, often consulted him on the area.424 Davidson handled the different 
factions within the Church carefully, although he had little sympathy with extremists of any kind. He 
did not really understand the ritualists’ emphasis on matters that seemed to him to be of small 
importance.425 Likewise, he had little sympathy for the protestant activists, on one occasion sending a 
measured rebuke to one of his Winchester incumbents for attending meetings of the Protestant 
Association.426  
At the welcoming banquet furnished him by the City of Canterbury, Davidson made his ‘central’ 
position very clear, criticising both those who supposed sixteenth century religion to be the apogee of 
Anglican tradition and also those who regarded it as a lamentable blunder.427 Davidson’s neutrality 
was soon tested: a deputation of a hundred MPs attended him at Lambeth within two weeks of his 
enthronement, demanding the prosecution of disobedient ritualist priests. No such campaign 
emerged.428 
Davidson summed up his attitude to the role of the archbishop thus: 
The position of the Archbishop of Canterbury has this peculiarity. His ‘Authority’ if we can 
call it so, is almost universally recognised, but it is undefined; it is moral, not legal, and its 
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effective exercise depends in no small degree upon the personal weight, tact and courtesy of 
the Primate. In the letters patent still granted by the Crown to a Bishop of Calcutta on his 
Consecration, he is declared to be ‘subject to the general supervision and direction of the 
Archbishop of Canterbury,’ and the phrase might be applied in practice to many other sees 
besides that of the Metropolitan of India. Obviously, therefore, very much turns upon the 
Archbishop’s willingness to concern himself actively as a counsellor and friend … any 
unwillingness on his part to take trouble  in the matter, or on the other hand any assumption of 
a definite authority and right to interfere, would probably result in a speedy diminution of his 
opportunities.429 
Herbert writes: 
Never Premier had held together a coalition Cabinet of members of differing opinions with 
greater skill than he had held in combination a Church aimed at unity in diversity. Never Free 
Church minister had more successfully carried on an Union Church, consisting of Baptists, 
Congregationalists, Presbyterians and others, than he had presided over a Church of equally 
varying opinions.430 
The roots of his approach may lie in his having seen at first hand the results of too prescriptive 
approach during his time with Tait in relation to the Public Worship Regulation; this is certainly 
Herbert’s conclusion: ‘[working] with Tait taught him to be conciliatory and avoid persecution.’431 
Davidson’s inclination to patient process was tested when he was obliged to intervene in the Kikuyu 
‘Controversy’.432 Missionary conferences had regularly taken place in Kenya Colony. The conference 
of 1913 was at the Church of Scotland Mission, Kikuyu, and discussed the possible means of bringing 
the various missions into union. Modern commentators generally focus their attention on the event at 
the end of the conference: an Anglican service of Holy Communion had been held in a Presbyterian 
building at which non-Anglicans had communicated. Such actions were not, in fact, that uncommon 
and there was a long tradition of English ‘occasional conformity’.433 
Of greater ecclesiological significance was the proposal that indigenous converts should belong to 
their own common church. The Kenyan Mission Church would have its own order of ‘native’ 
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ministers, recognised by all the missionary denominations as possessing valid orders.434 There would 
be four grades of minister according to their level of responsibility but traditional ministerial language 
was not used to describe these grades. Davidson himself saw this as a far more serious matter.  435 
Weston of Zanzibar, fiercely Anglo-Catholic, immediately denounced his fellow Anglican bishops, 
Peel of Mombasa and Willis of Uganda, accusing them of both heresy and of schism, and demanding 
that Davidson try them both in the Archiepiscopal Court.436 The controversy was overtaken by the 
start of the Great War and a proposal that the matter be referred to the next Lambeth Conference was 
made and accepted by all sides.437 Weston commented on Davidson’s fairness, saying that he took all 
the questions seriously and was courteous to all concerned – but that Davidson refused to become 
‘excited’ by the case.438 Broadly speaking, Davidson’s view was that it would be wrong to alienate 
any church member who acted with zeal because the zealous are the life-blood of the Church. 439 
Weston would have wished him be more forthright. 
Speaking on his North American tour Davidson quotes with approval an, unnamed, American 
president who wrote that that no-one thought to measure sea levels from the state of the water during 
a storm, far better to wait for calm weather.440 Such tolerance, in Davidson’s view, had to be tempered 
by obedience to that which was lawful in the church. However, as his primacy progressed, Davidson 
showed himself to be increasingly flexible about the application and interpretation of the law. His 
influence on the Royal Commission on Ecclesiastical Discipline (1904, reporting 1906) brought it to 
the double conclusion that much done in the course of worship in the church was of legal dubiety but 
also that the law itself was insufficiently broad to encompass the needs of the Church. The contending 
parties were thereby both assured that they were right. This masterful outcome may be regarded as 
one of Davidson’s greatest achievements. Even the temperamentally hostile Dark describes the 
contribution of Davidson’s evidence as ‘masterly’. 
When a diocesan bishop, Davidson had taken a less generous view, his 1894 Visitation Charge gave 
Twelve Regulations that would not have comforted the Anglo-Catholic party at all. He was concerned 
that the use of vestments and particular gestures might be provocative and undermine the devotion of 
church people. In evidence to the Royal Commission he said: 
I am neither advocating nor depreciating such usages. I cannot bring myself to regard them as 
in themselves possessing grave importance, although indirectly they are of consequence ... 
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inasmuch as they may ... promote or retard the devotion of the worshippers. Most of these 
[practices] are matters of degree about which it would be humiliating or even impossible to 
lay down precise rules.441 
There was a progression in his view. When at Windsor he had argued that clarity and 
comprehensiveness in the rubrics would be a solution to all difficulties.442 Later, Davidson turned 
away from the idea that rules in canon were the answer. Ultimately, the commission requested that the 
Crown begin the process of framing a new rubric on ritual. Dark asserts that this was the beginning of 
the process that led to the writing of the Deposited Book of 1927.443 These issues were not finally 
resolved until the adoption of the new code of Canon Law, from 1964, where Canon C27 lists the 
possible vestures of the presiding ministers rather than seeking to regulate practice.444  
The chief challenge of his primacy was to lead the church through the Great War and to attempt to 
speak on the ethical implications of warfare to the nation. A full discussion of this area is beyond the 
scope of the present study but we may note that his speeches and sermons are collected as The Testing 
of a Nation, the title seems to give the key to his view of the experience.445  Davidson consistently 
defends the idea of the just war and also points approvingly to the national unity of purpose during 
wartime. He argues that even ‘the religion of peace’ must defend itself against oppression and, in one 
sermon, develops the idea that ‘the peace of God’ has a counterbalancing notion of the ‘strife of 
God’.446 He felt strongly that the German state should not be allowed to be unrepentant and in 1916 
dismissed calls for a negotiated peace as ‘flimsy sentimentality’ in the face of enemy obduracy.447 His 
sense of the ethical propriety of the Allied cause made him call both for the energetic pursuit of a 
righteous cause, but also for the rejection of reprisal.448 
Davidson’s addresses rarely appealed to emotion, those published show that he would deploy 
reasoned argument to persuade his audiences. During his North American tour he refers to his late 
brother-in-law’s visit on Archbishop Tait’s behalf and we may detect a sense of pathos in his 
words.449 However calmly his texts read, his delivery was not without vigour: Davidson had 
significant hip area damage from a teenage shooting accident and his hernia regularly fell out when he 
preached.450 Little of the man himself intrudes, except in some of his post-war sermons, where he 
reflects on the awful damage caused by the war. In his opening address to Lambeth 6 he movingly 
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describes sitting in his Lambeth study hearing the falling bombs and anti-aircraft fire, tragically aware 
that were Christian men fighting on both sides in those airborne engagements.451  
His Armistice Sermon speaks powerfully of the way in which the national perspective had been 
profoundly changed by the five year experience: 
It was common incident to many of us when every nerve was on the stretch with painful and 
anxious excitement and with a solemn sense ... of national peril ... to look back, it might be by 
chance, it might be on purpose – to letters or diaries or remembered talks of a few years ago. 
And we found ourselves startled and almost incredulous as the things stared at us which had 
seemed large then ... and which seem so utterly  unimportant now. We have learned in these 
years a truer proportion. We see the world and its life in a clearer air.452 
When Davidson wrote about prayers for the dead in 1905 he was insistent that in his diocese such 
prayers must be consistent with the ‘concluding part of the prayers for the Church Militant’.453 The 
heart of his dispute with Fr. Dolling of Portsmouth was that Dolling wanted to have an altar in his 
new church specifically intended for prayers for the dead.454 The experience of the Great War changed 
his view and by the time of the proposed Book of 1927 he felt able to sanction words such as 
‘Multiply, we beseech thee, to those who rest in Jesus, the manifold blessings of thy love’. Dark 
comments that it is difficult to see these words as anything but an endorsement of some kind of post-
mortem effect of prayer, a version of purgatory.455  
Dark gives Davidson full credit for his decision to resign so that, ‘the leadership of the Lambeth 
Conference of 1930 should be in the hands of those who have prepared for it,’ he characterises the 
decision as one of wisdom and deliberation, not one forced upon Davidson unwillingly.456  
Herbert prefers to place the resignation in the context of the Parliamentary defeats of the Deposited 
Book, Davidson’s standing and arguments having failed to the win the case. Davidson had spoken in 
the Lords and had carried the debate, the resolutions in favour being carried. He could not speak in the 
Commons, where the motions were lost.457 This must have been deeply galling for a parliamentarian 
of Davidson’s standing; Hasting’s judgement is that Davidson’s speech in the Lords was instrumental 
in winning the vote for the 1911 Parliament Bill.458 His words in Parliament and with the government 
generally carried great weight and it was that standing that enabled him in 1919 to begin the process 
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that led to almost complete self-government for the Church of England. Carpenter asserts that he was 
the last archbishop able to carry this degree of influence in the national arena.459 
3. President of the Lambeth Conference 
The observable continuity of the early conferences depends in part on the repeated attendance of 
particular bishops. Davidson himself was present at five conferences, the bishops at Lambeth 6 
applauded when he reminded them of this in his Opening Address.460 He was at Lambeth 2 as Tait’s 
chaplain and drafted into the conference secretariat; Herbert asserts that the bulk of the organisational 
work fell into his hands.461 Bell gives no detail but The Times mentions Davidson as marshal of the 
processions at the closing service in St. Paul’s Cathedral.462 By Lambeth 3 Davidson was at Windsor 
and was General Secretary.463 He assisted Lightfoot of Durham and Stubbs of Oxford in drafting the 
Encyclical.464 He brought out the Conference Report in ‘record time’.  
By Lambeth 4 he was Bishop of Rochester and Conference Episcopal Secretary. Dark asserts that 
agenda of this conference was largely Davidson’s work.465 Temple, irascible at the best of times, did 
not take kindly to his knowledge and experience, perhaps feeling that he was not as much in control of 
the Conference as he would have wished. Benson had made almost all the arrangements, including 
bringing the date forward to coincide with the Augustine centenary. Davidson notes in his journal that 
he was ‘little consulted in the running of the conference’. Temple was manoeuvred into paying some 
tribute to Benson by Davidson asking him, diplomatically if he would like to do it himself or whether 
he would allow one of the US bishops to do so. 466   
Finally, by 1908 Davidson was archbishop and served as president of the Conference for the first 
time. Few attendees could have had such a depth of knowledge of its workings or such a wide range 
of contacts within the Communion, partly because of his presence at previous Lambeth Conferences. 
Importantly, he would also have been a familiar face to the overseas bishops from their own prior 
attendances. Few could match his knowledge of Conference procedures and personnel. When the 
bishops returned to Lambeth in 1920 for Davidson’s second conference, they would have known 
themselves to be coming to meeting that would be run in an assured manner by someone whose 
experience and knowledge was unparalleled. Davidson does seem to have been highly regarded. At 
the luncheon given in Canterbury by St. Augustine’s College, Bell tells us that: 
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The demonstration of affection felt by all the bishops present for the Archbishop of 
Canterbury as they stood upon their feet as one man when he rose to make his speech showed 
in a conspicuous way the remarkable influence which the Archbishop was to exert on all his 
brother bishops – an influence of affection and unbroken patience and not of authority or 
command.467 
Such sentiments were further expressed to Bell by other Conference members, the Archbishop of 
Armagh told Bell that Davidson had explained: 
How it was his policy not to act as the ordinary chairman but to treat any bishop with the 
utmost deference, so that none might way hereafter that the view of any bishop of the Church 
had not had a fair hearing. The assembly was far too serious and important to admit of any 
method savouring of suppression or rush.468 
Our understanding of Davidson’s conduct of the conference would have been enhanced by Bell 
including some details of it in his biography but he declines to do so. His material is a scant ten pages 
long.469 His unpublished, diaries say little apart from some brief notes.470 For instance, he has a little 
sketch of the seating plan for the primates for the Opening Service at Canterbury Cathedral.471 He kept 
a log book but it contains little more than his own annotated copies of the draft minutes and 
resolutions. In the biography Bell simply refers readers to the published reports of the conference 
saying, ‘it is not necessary to give an account’.  Davidson’s own pocket diary barely mentions the 
Conference at all.472 
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b. Analysis 
Davidson deserves to be rediscovered as one of the great Archbishops of Canterbury. His longevity in 
the role gave him increasing stature as the years passed while he continued to show a level of 
adaptability and openness to innovation. His impact on ecumenical discourse and his surefootedness 
as primate gave him great credibility in the Church of England, the Anglican Communion and the 
British State. 
He was careful in his handling of the different factions in the Church, although he had little sympathy 
with extremists of any kind. He demonstrated considerable diplomatic skill in holding the conflicted 
elements of the English Church together. For the present purpose, however, we must consider his 
wider influence within the Anglican Communion. A comparative study of the impact of each 
archbishop upon his Lambeth Conference(s) would be a very revealing piece of work, though one that 
cannot be undertaken here. We do need, though, to understand the impact of Davidson’s leadership 
and experience Lambeth 6. The data shows that he was well known, trusted and knowledgeable. His 
career had been built upon progress by careful and considered steps. His contemporaries in Church 
and State held him in high regard and he clearly had a great deal of personal credibility. His 
knowledge and experience of the Conferences gave him the prestige and authority to lead Lambeth 6 
towards the innovatory step of making the Appeal. The character of the negotiations called for in the 
Appeal was entirely consistent with his attitude of seeking to hold the middle ground while also 
working to comprehend as wide a range of persons and opinions as possible. He sought moderation 
but was also moderate by example. There is ample evidence of his favoured method of working being 
by a patient process of argument and this is same methodology as one seems advocated in the Appeal. 
In this way, we can see that the outcomes of Lambeth 6 bore the marks of its President’s influence 
and character.  
The following analysis of his archiepiscopate makes use of the contemporary assessments of Herbert 
and Dark. Four aspects of his performance command our attention: his pursuit of moderation, his 
views on ritualism, his attitude to ecumenism and his ability to adjust his views in the light of new 
situations in the church.  
 
1. Moderation and Comprehension  
Contemporary commentary saw Davidson was a person of moderation. The Church was fortunate he 
was inclined to act in a moderate, and moderating, fashion given the internal stresses that it faced 
during his archiepiscopate. Dark critiques Davidson’s ‘lack of audacity’.473 Dark characterises him as 
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‘a very good man but one who had no principles’.474 By this Dark means not that Davidson was 
unprincipled but rather that he seemed never to reach the point of saying, ‘enough’. Actually, there 
are cases of his setting boundaries in matters of order and discipline, such as his Diocesan Regulations 
or his handling of the serious issues around the Kikuyu incident. Dark’s Anglo-Catholic faith is one 
that temperamentally thrives on the drawing of clear lines and he becomes frustrated in his purpose 
where Davidson will not give unequivocal endorsement to Dark’s preferred positions. Dark describes 
him as ‘the consistent apostle of comprehensiveness’, although there were times when Dark would 
clearly have wished him to be less comprehensive.475 Writing about the Deposited Book Dark suggests 
that something had been put into the book to suit every possible theological view, with the intention 
of eliciting the maximum support for it. Dark would have preferred a book that took a principled 
position.476 Davidson and his advisors, however, gave higher priority to an attempt to hold the whole 
range of English Anglican views together in one Church.  Similarly, Herbert views him as one whose 
steady presence was a calming influence on the Church in a very difficult period. Even among the 
crises of the Great War he sought to offer an ethical compass to the nation in the face of the new and 
terrifying experiences of a total war. Sure in his own judgement, Davidson proceeded cautiously, ‘he 
was no adventurer’ but thereby was able to carry the Church and Parliament towards the self-
government for the Church of England. 477 
2. Ritualism 
Nockles478 argues that both sides in the ritualism debate indulged in selective reading of highly 
ambiguous material. They deployed constructs of Anglican identity congenial to their own views, 
rather than seeking to use those historical resources as points of reference for shared understanding. 
The protagonists devised accounts of the data that were designed to strengthen their own positions, 
rather than investigating the context in which the data arose and the accuracy of the records. 
Davidson, instead, sought to find a path of moderation that avoided adopting either partial account of 
the English Church, this he is acknowledged to have done in a sure footed way. We have seen that he 
did not really understand the ritualists’ emphasis on apparently trivial matters but also deprecated the 
aggressive tactics of the protestant activists.479 He would have witnessed the damaging consequences 
of these behaviours both first-hand on his visit to Hatcham and also through his experience as a 
diocesan bishop.480 The negative experience of such confrontational behaviours helps us to understand 
why he later sought development through debate and a search for the common heritage of Christians. 
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Dark concludes that, while Davidson’s long service to the Church was of inestimable value and 
maintained its standing he ‘gave it no enthusiasm’. However, partisan ‘enthusiasm’ had been seen to 
damage the Church and was the very thing that Davidson sought to avoid. 
3) Ecumenism 
Davidson made his support for Christian reunion plain. He supported collaboration between 
missionary societies as he showed by his presence at the 1910 Edinburgh Missionary Conference. The 
Conference is now understood as among the critical moments in the development of an ecumenical 
movement in Europe and his endorsement greatly increased the credibility and prestige of that event. 
He gave weight to its outcomes and we see him placed at the heart of a seminal ecumenical event. The 
Edinburgh Conference was symptomatic of an increasing sense among Protestant Churches that their 
divisions should not be exported to the mission field and that those divisions needed to be healed. 
That Lambeth 6 should subsequently appeal to Christians in the way that it did shows his influence at 
work to further ecumenical dialogue on the basis of respect for the churches in order that they might – 
eventually – again be visibly the Church. There were instances, Dark’s views notwithstanding, where 
he made it clear that he would not countenance unity at any price. Both with Kikuyu and in the failed 
negotiations with the Salvation Army he argued that there must a proper understanding of the nature 
of the ministry in the Church. We shall see that concern emerge in the Appeal’s insistence on clarity 
about the way that ministry might be held in common.  
4. Adaptability 
Great changes that had taken place in the character of the Church of England during the fifty years of 
Davidson’s ministry. Although he consistently presented himself as of ‘central’ tradition in the 
Anglican spectrum the context of that centrality was altered by the success of Anglo-Catholic 
apologetic. The Church as a whole had moved somewhat in that direction, the middle was now in a 
different place, on higher ground one might say.481 Simply to hold the middle ground at a time when 
the catholic heritage of the tradition was increasingly emphasised, at the cost of its protestant identity, 
was to be moved towards the views of the Anglo-Catholic party. Davidson presented his case for the 
Church Assembly (Powers) Act on the basis of it being helpful to a Parliament that no longer had the 
time or inclination to be overly concerned with the organisation of the Church of England. However, 
the adoption of the legislation had the effect of achieving a major Anglo-Catholic objective, the 
liberty of the Church. Davidson’s subtle change of view on prayers is an interesting example of his 
following a movement in the Church away from its older identity. Dark suggests that Davidson’s 
initial view on the disciplining of the clergy was consistent with that of his erastian father-in-law Tait. 
Fifty years later, following Parliament’s second rejection of the Deposited Book, he joins with the 
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whole bench of bishops in stating that they intended to permit the use of the book and all the practices 
it allowed, the view of Parliament notwithstanding. Dark writes that, ‘in effect the youthful erastian 
has become an elderly rebel – an extremely polite and regretful rebel, but a rebel none the less.’482 
 
c. Conclusion 
Davidson’s long experience and personal prestige made him a powerful influence on the Lambeth 
Conference tradition. His natural inclination was towards moderation. He sought the broadest possible 
comprehension within the Church of England and, by extension, the wider communion. He had been 
deeply affected by the experience of leading the church through the moral dilemmas that faced a 
country entangled in a new kind of warfare from 1914-18. We are fortunate in having three important 
and near contemporary biographical accounts of Davidson, although the use of that by George Bell is 
problematic. 
He had a distinguished career in the English church and played a significant role as an ecclesiastical 
advisor to Queen Victoria. He served title in Dartford but soon become chaplain to Tait, whose 
daughter he married. From there he was successively Dean of Windsor, bishop first of Rochester and 
then of Winchester and finally archbishop. He became a royal chaplain early in his career and moved 
easily among government figures being an effective speaker in the House of Lords. His association 
with the Conferences was continuous from his attendance as Tait’s chaplain to his presidency of 
Lambeth 5 and Lambeth 6. He had unrivalled knowledge of the workings of the Conferences and 
would have been a familiar figure both to home and overseas bishops. The bishops held him in great 
esteem, especially by 1920.  
His archiepiscopate was characterised by significant ecclesiastical challenges which he faced in an 
even-handed way, not being drawn into the Anglican sectarianism of his day. He resisted extremism 
on all sides but was also affected by the changing identity of his church as is illustrated by the 
evolution of his views on ritual behaviour and prayer for the dead. His guidance of the Royal 
Commission of 1904-06, in reaching a conclusion acceptable to all, is one of his greatest 
achievements.  
The Great War had as much personal effect on him as anyone but called for him to exercise great 
wisdom in the debates on the religious and ethical aspects of the war. He also had to address the 
serious issues arising from the Kikuyu controversy, which he did to general satisfaction. Lastly, it fell 
to him to lead the church through the difficult process of Prayer Book revision. The conflict over the 
new book culminated with his leading the bench of bishops in defying Parliament and authorising the 
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use of the 1928 Deposited Book regardless of its failure to gain approval in the Commons. The 
expression of self-determination that this defiance represents for the Church should also be set 
alongside Davidson’s successful promotion of the 1919 Enabling Act that gave the Church of England 
virtual self-government. 
His desire for reconciliation began to reach out beyond the Anglican tradition toward other Christians 
so that he felt it right to commit his influence and prestige to the project of encouraging Lambeth 6 to 
issue the Appeal. In doing so he helped to lay the foundations of the modern ecumenical movement 
and particularly to focus Anglican commitment to reunion between the Christian Churches. Davidson 
deserves to be rediscovered as one of the great Archbishops of Canterbury in the Twentieth Century. 
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Six: 1920, the Sixth Lambeth Conference 
This chapter addresses the research question concerning the immediate circumstances of the Appeal. 
The detail of Lambeth 6 is examined, showing the Conference at work to address the problems facing 
the communion in the 1920s. Lambeth 6 met in the shadow of a great conflict at a time when many of 
the political issues remained unresolved; subsidiary conflicts and disputes continued in a number of 
regions of the world. Although the bishops were focused on the question of Christian reunion in 1920, 
that desire for unity must be put in the wider context of the need to reconcile the nations after the war. 
The bishops believed that if the Church was to have credibility in promoting unity it must first set its 
own house in order. This concern parallels the experience and thinking of Huntington, and others, in 
the aftermath of the US civil war. In this sense, ecclesial unity is subsidiary to a greater need for 
humanity to express oneness, a gift offered by a Godhead that is itself in perfect union. Although the 
debates on Christian reunion have dominated reflection on Lambeth 6 it is important to remember that 
there was an important parallel debate on the League of Nations. The bishops were supportive of the 
League, which seemed to offer a way towards peaceful international co-operation and a resolution 
was adopted endorsing the League and its work as ‘essentially Christian’.483 Christian reunion was not 
seen in isolation but as part of a wider search for reconciliation, in which the success of Christians 
might be an encouragement and a restorative influence for the good of all humanity. 
The war had shattered optimism about scientific progress but the bishops believed ‘the Christian 
hope’ might fare better.484 Woods of Peterborough, introducing his Prayers for the Conference, writes 
that, ‘there is a passionate desire for the remaking of society, [and that] somehow only the people who 
know Christ can reach the necessary energy for this’.485 
Davidson’s opening address describes the sense of failure that emerged from the realisation that the 
combined efforts of Christians had not prevented the outbreak of war: 
We must take up the solemn trust of striving, so far as in us lies and by God’s help we may, to 
make good, or to make less ill, the outcome of those dark years and to help in re-starting for 
the world a worthier life, something more like a witness for Christ among men.486 
Morgan observes that there is often trepidation about the Conference but its outcome is generally 
positive because, ‘it brings things into the open that might well become corrupt and sour if had been 
unaired’.487 Some approached the Conference with concern. Gore was fearful of a schism caused by 
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Anglo-Catholic departures488 Ironically, the Anglo-Catholic Weston of Zanzibar was unsure if he 
could attend at all without compromising his conscience489. Davidson later wrote: 
 During the year before I was constantly being warned about the difficulties or even perils of 
 the Conference which everybody said must accompany such a gathering. I was very 
 concerned that a minority might, “march out denouncing us”.490 
The sense of unease is apparent but the evidence does not support any particular conclusion as to why 
this might be so; perhaps it was a reflection of the factional tension within Anglicanism. Davidson 
was concerned about the controversial nature of some of the topics and also wondered if they could 
complete the agenda.491 In his closing address he says that: 
 For years I have looked forward not with joy, but with gravity and hope and prayerfulness ... 
 and a good deal of bewilderment as to how we could compress into the few weeks at our 
 disposal, the subjects which would obviously have to be considered.492 
Perhaps his trepidation arose from the residual bad feeling caused by the Kikuyu ‘incident’:  Weston, 
as we have seen, had been furious making accusations of heresy and schism. Heywood was new to 
Mombasa but Willis was still in post in Uganda. There was clear concern about the potential for 
dispute over the unresolved issues and the poor relationships in East Africa. 
Henson of Durham was a cause of concern because of his ‘modernist’ views. Anglo-Catholics, 
including Weston, were incensed by Henson’s views.493 Davidson considered Henson’s publications 
and could see no reason why he should not be a bishop.494 Lang concurred.495 One mentions Henson, 
Weston, Heywood and Willis together here because, although they seemed problematic before the 
conference, they became friends during the conference. They were always to be found in one 
another’s company, particularly surprising in the case of Weston and Willis. Davidson arranged for 
the official photographers to take a group photograph of this ‘remarkable combination of men’.496  
A different reaction to modernism came from some English bishops who were calling for a return to 
strict orthodoxy, in what was known as ‘credal loyalty’. Davidson believed this might be counter-
productive, writing to Gibson of Gloucester: 
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Our best line of advance is the firm adherence to our quiet and steady assurance of the truth of 
what is committed to our keeping and that we serve this best by shewing, rather than 
proclaiming, our allegiance to it.497 
The bishops reluctantly accepted that Davidson would not allow discussion of credal loyalty at 
Lambeth 6 because he did not want to put off younger, thoughtful people. They were unhappy but 
hoped there might be private discussions among the bishops.498 Davidson adds that he ‘took the 
precaution of emphasizing the Creed in his [opening] address’.499 
 
a. The Course of the Conference 
1. Preparation 
Advance planning began in 1915. The Programme of Events500 shows that the Lambeth staff were at 
work on the arrangements most of the way through the war – expecting a conference in 1918. 
Preliminary notice was sent out in August 1915 but as the war continued it became clear that 
postponement was inevitable. Very soon after the Armistice, the Metropolitans were asked their views 
on a new date: unanimously they preferred 1920.501 The focus of the preparations was within the 
Lambeth precinct. Physical changes were needed to the buildings, especially the Library.502 Chairs 
were ordered from Mssrs. West & Collier in 1919; they were narrower than before so that the 
increased number of bishops could be fitted into the library.503 Bishops arranged their own 
accommodation, although Honnor Thomas sought accommodation from a number of London clubs.504 
Sion College gave Hon. Membership to all the bishops for the duration, including use of the ‘Club 
Rooms’.505 Initially, a luncheon buffet was provided in the nearby parish institute but abandoned 
because of poor uptake and a loss of £16.506  
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Lambeth printed invitations to metropolitan bishops and they passed on the invitation as appropriate, 
the expectation was that only diocesan bishops would attend.507 There were difficulties, some retired 
bishops expressed ‘disappointment’ that they had been excluded.508 Davidson restated the attendance 
rules but failed to notice that the American list included two retired bishops.509 There had been a press 
campaign to get certain retired bishops invited.510 On the first day, Gailor of Tennessee, Acting 
Presiding Bishop, proposed that six of them should be invited and Davidson appears to give way 
graciously. The archive shows, however, that Davidson had been in contact with all of them: Gailor’s 
proposition appears to have been stage-managed.511 Three of the six declined their invitations.512   
Ironically, Weston, who had threatened not to attend, wrote complaining that he had not been 
invited.513 Willis of Uganda opposed the formation of a province in East Africa, according to 
Weston’s letter, another point of tension between them.514  The printed pro formae include an 
invitation to be used for extra-provincial bishops and it is difficult to see why Weston did not receive 
one. Davidson replies that he is prepared to take the unusual step of issuing a direct invitation to 
Weston.515 Davidson had told the English Bishops’ Meeting in May 1918 that Weston had reportedly 
‘repudiated his allegiance to Canterbury’, Davidson may have taken this rumour seriously.516  
The LCCB was regularly kept informed during the preparatory process.517 In June 1919, Palmer of 
Bombay wrote to them suggesting agenda items be dropped in order to make reunion the prime topic. 
Winnington-Ingram of London made a similar suggestion, ‘other areas might be dealt with more 
slightly’. Even at this early stage the LCCB agreed. The bishops’ consultation responses show that 
was a great hope for movement on re-union, much of the prior correspondence related to it and in the 
event a quarter of the  Resolutions were on reunion. The LCCB also proposed debates on marriage 
and sexuality, women’s ministry and liturgical usage. Despite all this careful work, Davidson remarks 
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that ‘many of the bishops arrived unprepared and in a receptive mood rather than a participatory or 
contributing mood’.518 
Davidson’s family were pressed into Conference service – his bereaved sister-in-law Lucy Tait and 
his cousin Mary Mills ran the domestic arrangements.519 Edith Davidson was praised for the 
hospitality that she organised, including a family programme, assisted by Maud Montgomery.520 Bell 
made most of the day-to-day arrangements, helped by his wife, Henrietta. Davidson says the book 
shop was Henrietta’s idea and it made a small but welcome profit.521  Additional work was undertaken 
by the Conference Secretariat, under Bp. Montgomery.522 His team included Honnor Thomas as 
‘typewriting secretary’; she seems to have been the person most in command of the detail of the 
conference, for which Lang particularly thanked her on the last day.523 Davidson comments that: 
 She really took Montgomery’s place; the arrangements depended in no small degree upon 
 her unfailing accuracy of detail about correspondence and individual arrangements for the 
 different bishops.524 
Thomas also acted as treasurer.525  
The press were broadly welcoming. The Church Times demanded a debate on loyalty to the Church, 
which was not in the agenda.526 The Westminster Gazette’s confident prediction of a debate on 
Kikuyu proved unfounded.527 The Daily News wrote a mere six column inches, mostly about one 
bishop who was a cricketer and another who was a sharpshooter.528 The Times welcomed the 
Conference as ‘many probably fail to grasp the extent of the Anglican Communion’ and wrote that the 
bishops assembled can ‘do much to achieve the Church’s high purpose.529 Anglicans were called to 
pray for the Conference and Davidson wrote to Dr. Meyer, Secretary of the NCEFC, asking that the 
Free Churches might also do so. The World’s Evangelical Council issued a surprisingly liturgical 
Form of Guided Intercession as a fraternal gesture. The Western Mail pointedly wondered why ‘if the 
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differences between the churches are so great as some people are in the habit of thinking’ it was 
possible for Davidson to ask the Free Churches to pray for the success of the Conference.530 The Daily 
Sketch was suspicious of the planned debate on family life choosing to print the official photograph of 
the Conference in Session bannered ‘sitting in secret behind closed doors the bishops in session at 
Lambeth are the fountainhead of the laws of marriage and legitimacy which affect every family in this 
land’.531 
2. Commencement  
About 267 bishops attended, each having a portrait in the photographic album supplied by 
Russell’s.532 The most common reasons for non-attendance were that they could not leave their 
diocese for pastoral reasons, e.g. Durant of Lahore, or old age.533 The album has a copy of Printed 
Paper 38 pasted inside the back cover with the known attendees, as at 28th June, 1920. A second loose, 
uncatalogued copy of Paper 38 was found in the album , marked ‘H. Bell’.534 This copy is annotated to 
show that at least 120 family members accompanied the bishops. Every bishop was offered a short 
stay at Lambeth Palace.535 The archbishop also gathered the bishops in regional groupings to 
discussion their particular areas.  
Most bishops were in London by the time Gore led a retreat day at Fulham Palace on Friday 2nd July. 
The next day the bishops travelled to Canterbury by train, with lunch at St. Augustine’s College536 and 
the Opening Service in the Cathedral. In his address from Augustine’s Chair, Davidson comments on 
the opportunities and obligations of the Conference. 
We are gathered on a holy ground in which each of you has rightful heritage.’ ‘What does this 
conference truly mean? It is the centre of countless prayers – expectation may easily be 
pitched too high for what can be done in a few short weeks of counsel – and it is for counsel 
not legislation. But it is for an old Creed that we stand, interpreted from time to time by an 
Anselm, a Langton, a Cranmer, a Seker, a Benson each a messenger to his contemporaries but 
for us, as for them, it is the old Creed that stands. 537 
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Built upon that foundation Anglicans could look to the future with confidence in spite of the terrible 
years through which the world had recently passed: 
 Set at this unparalleled time in a bewildered world to do our part in repairing the vastest 
 cataclysm which the human race has known ... not one of us supposes that we can just with 
 simplicity and quietness [resume] our former words and ways ... it would be folly indeed did 
 we not at such a time, for such a task as ours, have open eyes and ears for fresh plans and 
 possibilities and adventures of our faith. 
He then moves to the most significant theme of the Conference, ‘I suppose that if there is a dominant 
or frontal thought in Christendom today... it is the thought of greater unity [of which the search for 
unity of faith] is a reflection’. 
The following day, Sunday 4th July, the bishops attended Holy Communion at Westminster Abbey. 
Davidson was disappointed with the arrangements,‘like the Queen at the Jubilee I was given a very 
bad place and could not see!’538  
Business began on Monday 5th July. The first week was a series of plenary sessions at which the 
principal subjects were introduced by a senior bishop. On Plenary Days the bishops would assemble 
in the chapel at 1030 for prayers, organised by Bilborough of Dover. They moved to the library at 
1100 and, after a moment of silent devotion, Davidson presented the previous day’s minutes. Morning 
sessions ended at 1330 and recommenced after one hour for lunch; the working day generally ended 
at 1700.  There was occasional variation of the pattern as for the group photograph on the first 
Friday.539 Towards the end of the conference time began to run out and tea was taken early at 1630 
followed by a resumption of business at 1700. Extended sessions took place after the debate on the 
Appeal and on the days when marriage and sexual ethics were debated. Bell says that Davidson’s 
lumbago returned for ‘a very painful bout’ just as the Conference began and he presided wrapped in 
rugs and ‘to his disgust, a hot water apparatus under him’. The bout gradually eased during the 
committee weeks, he seems to have been in quite good health by the end of the Conference.540 
Conference primarily worked through its eight committees. Davidson did not repeat his mistake of 
1908 by appointing the chairmen in advance, the Americans had been aggrieved that none of their 
number were appointed.541 With the exception of Lang’s prior appointment to the chair of the Reunion 
Committee, each was left to elect its own chair; though none of them elected an American.542 The 
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committees met at Church House except the reunion committee, which was the biggest and met in the 
Lambeth Palace library.543 Davidson remarks that: 
 Some said that Lang was impatient with the more prolix members of the [reunion] 
 committee but I had watched him in action and thought him fair: his speech introducing the 
 committee report was a masterpiece.544  
The Draft Copy Minute Book and verbatim transcripts give a full account of the Conference.545 Draft 
Minutes were produced quickly, during the early evening, as typescripts on ‘flimsy’ paper. These 
were seen by Davidson and a corrected version printed overnight. Once agreed, minutes were signed 
by Davidson in the Fair Copy Minute Book. The Draft Copy Minute Book shows the difficulties in 
drafting acceptable minutes, especially with the more contentious subjects such as reunion and issues 
around marriage and human sexuality. The typescript drafts are corrected in a variety of hands, with 
deletions, reordering and proposed new texts, often carelessly written, and sometimes in Davidson’s 
own distinctive hand. Bell’s log book adds little, except that he is careful to note voting figures, often 
otherwise unrecorded.546 
Mssrs. Hodges and Hall, professional shorthand writers, recorded plenary debates verbatim and their 
employer’s typists produced transcripts.547 The unpublished ‘verbatims’ contain two or three days 
record beginning with lists showing who spoke in each debate.548 There is no such record of the 
Committee meetings. Each committee had a hardback notebook with Davidson’s instructions for the 
conduct of meetings pasted into the front; unfortunately no account of the clarity of their handwriting 
was taken in the selection of secretaries.549 Records of attendance were kept but minutes are often 
reduced to a statement that ‘a discussion took place to which a number of bishops contributed’. 550 
Fortunately, the records of the Committee on Reunion are more thorough, containing draft resolutions 
and some of the documents that evolved into the Appeal to All Christian People. 
Bell issued brief daily Press Statements551 merely noting the main speakers expected on each subject 
without any detail of the debates, some are less than half a sheet of typescript.552 The brevity of these 
documents and the exclusion of the press occasioned hostile newspaper comment. 
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4. Business Programme  
Davidson’s unpublished Opening Address is little known; it reaches a level of eloquence rarely seen 
in his preaching, especially when describing the wartime bombing near to Lambeth Palace. He 
reviewed his involvement with the Conferences, commenting that: 
  In 1908 I thought it unlikely I should be at another conference, far less did I, or any of us, 
 foresee the horror of catastrophe and wrong which has in the last six years cast its fearful 
 shadow over the whole world’s life.  
The aftermath was ‘looming still’.553 He prays that:  
 The Holy Spirit should govern [our] work so that men might look back in thirty years on the 
 1920 Lambeth Conference as a source of inspiration ... Our task is vast yet we face it with 
 perseverance and godly fear. 
The bishops were optimistic about what they might achieve and Bell gives credit for this to Davidson: 
 It was the Archbishop’s words at the opening of the sessions on July 5th taken from the 
 Gospel for the previous day (Trinity 5) ‘Launch out into the deep’ that, echoed by many 
 bishops in the course of the Conference gave a stimulus, as it were, and supplied an 
 interpretation to all that was done.554 
Over the next few days the main topics for discussion were introduced. Lang initiated the discussion 
on the reunion of the churches arguing that they must seek to make progress because, ‘the needs of the 
world and the expectations of all Christian people invest this subject with a solemn urgency’.555 Bell 
comments in his diary, ‘Naturally, the work on Reunion was the most important part’.556 Lang was 
clear that reunion must return to first principles and the practice of the early church, so far as it can be 
identified:  
The object of our quest is not the terms on which the Anglican Communion can be enlarged 
but the terms upon which a truly Catholic Church can be recovered and its unity renewed  and 
restored. Facing the facts of Christendom as they are now we must think out anew the 
necessary framework of faith and order within which in the course of many generations and in 
many parts of the world the life of the One Church, the Catholic Church which we desire can 
be built up.557 
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His language is about the Church, rather than of Anglican denominational identity. He takes for 
granted the authenticity of the Anglican way of being Christian and its rootedness in the shared 
heritage of the Church. Some features of the lives of the churches relate to the essence of what it is to 
be Church, so shared elements must be identified to promote convergence:  
 None of the bodies bear the full imprint of Christ’s will but the defects they all bear cannot 
 be said to be a bar to the gift of his grace. Any debate about validity of order or sacrament in 
 any particular body is fruitless ... It is useless to describe schemes until there is common 
 understanding of principle.558 
Anglican heritage holds certain ideas out of principle that would have to become features of a uniting 
church but other Christians would bring different, but equally important, features to the blessing of 
all. For example,‘Episcopal Ordination [should] be desired as a matter of principle’.559 Indeed 
whatever was adopted by a uniting church should arise from principle not convenience or utility, still 
less to entice the reluctant. Lang appeals to the bishops that, in the spirit of R1908/78, they should be 
bold:  
Cannot we take a further step and … write to other Christian Churches not merely to 
acknowledge the sin of Division and pray for the growth of unity but definitely to consider 
the basis upon which that unity can be obtained?560 
Bell believed that new means of expression were required for these discussions and therefore he did 
not want to be restricted to the language of the Quadrilateral, which he believed was unhelpful to the 
Free Churches. 
Continuing the debate, Gibson reviewed the state of relationships with the Orthodox and other Eastern 
Churches. He welcomed the conversations that had been held, energised by the political situation 
following the occupation of Turkey by allied troops in 1918. He noted that Serbian students at Oxford 
had been told to use Anglican sacraments if they could not access their own. Eastern prelates had been 
welcomed to the UK and the Conference would meet representatives of the Oecumenical Patriarch.561 
Maclean of Moray spoke of the contacts he had undertaken with the ‘lesser eastern Churches’.562 He 
reviewed the discussions that had been held with the Assyrian ‘Nestorians’ and showing  that there 
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were no longer any significant differences of understanding, he believed, about the person of Christ 
between Nestorians and Anglicans.563 
In less optimistic tone, Boyd Vincent of Southern Ohio spoke of the visit his American delegation to 
the World Conference on Faith and Order had made to a number of European church leaders. They 
had gone to Rome and, while he acknowledged the personal graciousness of the Pope, he asserted that 
the rigidity of the Roman position meant the only way towards reunion was by total submission to 
Rome, ‘Union with her is currently impractical because of the UnCatholic terms which she would 
impose’.564  
Lowther Clarke, Abp. of Melbourne, referred to Lambeth 5’s suggestion that union might be grown 
by shared episcopal ordinations alongside the authorisation of transitional arrangements, respecting 
the convictions of those not episcopally ordained, while not surrendering the principle of the Preface 
to the 1662 Ordinal.565 Anglican tardiness had not, apparently, prevented negotiations among other 
Australian Protestants.566 He identified the heart of the problem as the recognition of orders between 
the churches.567 He stated that:  
Episcopacy should not be presented as a harmless concession to Catholic sentiment, or a 
prudent insurance against defects in someone’s ministry but rightly presented as  representing 
the mystical communion with the church of the past and giving recognition to the church of 
the present. 
Anglican episcopalianism is not a matter of the survival of a custom or of convenience but a 
conviction that is part of being Church in the widest sense, a mark of its being part of the one Catholic 
Church. The instinct towards denominational self-preservation should be set aside in favour of a 
journey towards a united Church. Palmer of Bombay responded that the only Church into which any 
convert should be invited is the Catholic Church of Christ, ‘What would be the point of asking an 
Indian to join the Church of England?’568 
Weston now made his first contribution to the Conference, immediately impressing his hearers with a 
positive and generous response. Weston in person was persuasive and gracious, even if his writing 
was often combative and over-assertive. Noting his disappointment at the outcome of the 1918 
Kikuyu missionary meeting he asked:  
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If we are to defend episcopacy it must be on the basis that it reveals the fatherhood of God – 
we must heal the divisions within ourselves before we can look outwards ... might we not get 
an agreement before we leave the Conference that if we cannot get all that we want with 
regard to reunion – [might we not]  …  come to an agreement that we will mutually tolerate 
one another’s views and one another’s practices?569 
Introductory debates concluded, Conference went into its Committee stage. There were non-business 
events; for example, William Burdett-Coutts, the American born MP for Westminster, held a 
reception on 20th July attended by many bishops and about sixty Parliamentarians, including several 
government ministers.570 The bishops were received at Buckingham Palace on the evening of 
Wednesday 21st July; Davidson wrote the Address that was presented to the King and also, helpfully, 
drafted the King’s reply.571 Davidson had dinner with the Lord Chancellor and the King two days later 
on the Friday evening.572 
5. Committee Work  
The work of the Reunion Committee is the subject Chapter Seven. 
Three important pieces of business were conducted by the Episcopal Churches sub-committee. First, 
was a brief report on the willingness of the Irish Church to offer support to the two Iberian Reformed 
Episcopal Churches and their willingness to ordain ministers, including bishops.573 Second, Bp. 
Mumford of the English Moravians gave evidence by invitation, this represented another of the small 
steps that eventually led both to the Interim Agreement on Intercommunion between the Church of 
England and the Moravian British Province and the Intercommunion Agreement in America between 
Moravians, Anglican and Lutherans.574 Third, they met the delegation from the Oecumenical 
Patriarch, producing helpful clarifications reflected in the Conference Resolutions. Subsequently, the 
Patriarch accepted the validity of Anglican orders in 1923. 
The Committee on Provincial Organisation yields data on the bishops’ views of themselves as 
Anglicans but also as part of the Catholic Church. Carter, Abp. of Capetown, noted that there were 31 
extra-provincial dioceses at that time mostly giving allegiance to Canterbury but some to the US or 
Canada.575 He described a visit to an isolated missionary diocese, commenting on their loneliness and 
their sense that they belonged to SPG rather than the Church. By contrast, he described the experience 
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of fellowship within the province of South Africa and asserted that it is much easier to maintain a 
provincial rather than a diocesan identity.576 He spoke of the opportunity to expand the work into 
German South West Africa once South African Union troops had occupied it – showing that a 
province could move more effectively than a single diocese would be able.577 The abiding problem 
was about how the provinces might secure their fellowship with one another. 578  
Matheson, Abp. of Rupertsland, argued that the development of provinces was the ‘preponderating’ 
practice of the Church. In his homeland the province was often the mother of dioceses it had helped to 
form, rather than a regional coalescence.579 De Carteret of Jamaica listed the strengths of provinces: 
‘Local fellowship for the bishops; the unification of administration and discipline in the region; 
the strengthening of the Church’s position by better organisation of resources; the province forms 
a convenient court of appeal from the diocese when needed; provincial affirmative vote of 
episcopal elections form a useful safeguard; membership of a province encourages co-operation 
between dioceses.’ 580 
Lawrence of Massachusetts described how the American church had recently set up a provincial 
system for these very reasons.581  
On Wednesday 4th August Conference adopted the significant R1920/12(b)ii, forbidding the reception 
of Holy Communion from ministers who are not episcopally ordained and permitting reception only 
from priests of the Anglican Communion.582 
6. The Conclusion of Business  
The final morning’s debate laid down an important principle by agreeing that, while the Book of 
Common Prayer should be seen as the liturgical and doctrinal norm, it did not follow that its orders of 
worship were necessarily the best for use in the mission field. They also agreed that it set the standard 
to which any replacement must aspire but did not specify exactly which edition of the book held this 
important unifying role. Anglicans, by this measure, are the people who believe as the Prayer Book 
specifies and worship in the way it describes.583 
Lang then moved that Davidson leave the chair: 
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‘I was compelled to move that your Grace leave the Chair because we felt that until you had 
done so it would be difficult for us to tell you about the ability with which you filled it … 
[his] personality and the Lambeth Conferences are in a unique manner bound together ... he 
has set an example as President that all his successors will feel bound to emulate.’584 
He spoke of the facility with which Davidson had presided: 
 ‘we have marvelled at his patience and at his almost exceeding fairness ... to be chairman of 
 two hundred and fifty habitual chairman is a true test of chairmanship.’ 
Gailor spoke very warmly of the welcome and honour with which the Americans had been greeted in 
England, gratefully remembering Davidson’s visit to America, which showed his concern for the 
growth of the Church outside England. He had been patient with the regular speakers (laughter) and 
encouraged the timid ‘and we greatly appreciated it’.585 D’Arcy of Armagh applauded Davidson’s 
ability to remember the independence of sister churches that were united by common history, 
common conviction and common hope: these were the spiritual bonds that united them.586 Bell 
records that D’Arcy had also spoken to him of Davidson privately:  
‘The Archbishop is a wonderfully wise man’, he said to me … and dwelt on his fairness, his 
open mindedness and his patience in a way which practically all the bishops have endorsed. 
[Davidson] had explained to Armagh how it was his policy not to act as the ordinary 
chairman but to treat any bishop with the utmost deference, so that none might say hereafter 
that the view of any bishop of the Church had not had a fair hearing. The Assembly was far 
too serious and important to admit of any method savouring of suppression or rush.’587 
The Conference then adopted this unpublished resolution: 
 ‘That this Conference with one heart and mind records its gratitude to the Archbishop of 
 Canterbury for the unfailing ability, strength and courtesy with which he has fulfilled the 
 duties of President of Conference.’  
The minutes note that it was ‘Carried amidst profound applause.’ Lang interrupting it: 
  ‘I am compelled to say that if we are to get on there must be some economy of applause ... ‘ 
He then proposed a motion admitting Edith Davidson to temporary membership of the Conference: 
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 ‘It is fit that Mrs Davidson should be present at this conference, which has done more than 
 any other to recognise the services of women but I feel bound to ask Mrs. Davidson to 
 remember that her presence here on this platform must not be taken as involving any 
 prophecy of a speedy elevation of [her] sex to the episcopate. (laughter) 
 ‘She has memories and associations with Lambeth Conferences from the very first from the 
 days when as a child she marvelled at seeing so many bishops at Fulham Palace, it is 
 remarkable that for three she has been living at Lambeth itself. She has made Lambeth 
 Palace not merely a place of meeting but in a special sense a home for all the bishops.’ 588 
Lang then presented the gifts.589 To Edith Davidson he said, ‘we have not presumed to select the 
article which we would wish you to take from our hands’ and he made her promise not to give the 
money to some charitable cause on account of her ‘kind heart’. The gift was used to purchase a purple 
amethyst necklace which is an heirloom of Lambeth. 590 He then asked if, ‘the latest member of the 
Conference is disposed to speak a word today’. Thus Edith Davidson became the first woman to 
address a Lambeth Conference anticipating Bp. Barbara Harris591 by some eighty years :  
 ‘it is only one word but it comes from out of the very depths of my heart. I do thank you and 
 shall never forget your kindness ... I did not require anything to remind me of what this time 
 has meant to me ... I am not the only one who had been connected with all the Lambeth 
 Conferences. My sister is behind me and has [also been] so.’ (cheers).  
7. Ending. 
The Conference came to its conclusion after lunch on Saturday 18th August and the bishops returned 
home.592  Weston remained in England long enough to write in the Church Times commending the 
work of the Conference: 
‘The Lambeth Conference has spoken. Without doubt we should be grateful for its utterance. 
Before it met, men were filled with fear. They were certain that it would hand over our pulpits 
to women; advise some measure of federation with non-episcopal communions; perhaps 
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extend recognition to Presbyterian ministers; and approve schemes for a general inter-
communion and exchange of pulpits. From all these things we are delivered.’593 
The sense of relief at some of these things was more widespread than Weston’s Anglo-Catholic 
readers. That the Conference had progressed so well was generally credited to Davidson’s 
experienced presidency, Montgomery states that the bishops felt more secure knowing that this was 
Davidson’s second conference.594 Credit was also widely given to Montgomery and his staff for their 
organisational work.595 
Afterwards Bell wrote in his diary: 
 ‘It is difficult to sum up in any brief statement the impressions formed by the Lambeth 
 Conference of 1920. The great feeling which underlies everything is one of profound 
 thankfulness for the whole sense and spirit of the conference itself.’596  
The national secular press was positive in the immediate aftermath but seems not to have covered the 
Conference in any detail, dissuaded, perhaps, by the paucity of available information. The Manchester  
Guardian was impressed by the ‘new idea’ of the Appeal’s approach but the remainder of the piece 
simply reprints Bell’s press release.597 The Daily Mail contents itself with four column inches in 
which it reprints one paragraph from the Appeal together with an optimistic quotation from Wood.598 
Davidson’s conclusions about the Conference are characterised by a sense of relief that all had gone 
well, despite his earlier concerns. His Memorandum notes: ‘Initial responses to the Appeal were very 
friendly, the non-conformist press is so far wholly civil’.599 
 
b. Analysis 
While the process and ethos of Lambeth 6 depend on and derive from the longer Conference Tradition 
examined in Chapter Two, it also marks a watershed: it is the point at which the Anglican 
Communion decisively turned outward from itself to address the division of the Church. The outcome 
was not a theoretical definition of Church, still less a condemnation of those who did not share the 
Anglican way, but rather an honest attempt to draw the churches into engagement with one another. 
We shall see in Chapter Seven that the Appeal addressed all Christians in terms that recognised their 
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Christian status on the one hand but also honestly accepted an Anglican share of the blame for the sin 
of division. 
Three aspects of the outcome of Lambeth 6 are of value to ecclesiological reflection concerning issues 
of unity among Anglicans.  We might consider that they establish guiding principles around mutual 
responsibility and cultural sensitivity, brought together in honest debate, which enables reconciliation 
even among people of widely differing ecclesiological outlooks. The breadth of opinion and diversity 
among Anglicans suggest that the same principles may be of help to Christians in general when 
engaged in ecumenical debate.  
We consider first the role of the Church as an icon of unity for all humanity, particularly in the light of 
the unexpected outcomes of the Conference. Then we reflect on the issues of inter-relationships that 
arise within the Church and lastly, we ask what the 1920s might say to the 2020s in terms of the 
ability of the Conference model to hold widely differing understandings of Anglican tradition together 
in the face of threats to unity.  
1. Human Unity  
The Lambeth 6 Encyclical’s central theme is fellowship; fellowship between Christians of different 
traditions and fellowship between the nations of the world. In the long run the Encyclical Letter  has 
been overshadowed by the Appeal, which is reflected the data, very little contemporary press 
comment refers to the Encyclical.600  The longing for fellowship, unity one might say, is also the 
motivation of the Appeal. At the heart of that longing lies the theological understanding that the 
visible Church is in disobedience and the sin of disunity. In such a condition it is in no position to 
fulfil its God-given task of reconciliation: how can it preach unity from out of its own disunity? The 
process of producing the Appeal text caught the collective imagination of the bishops. As they worked 
with the ideas and arguments, they came to believe that they had passed through an experience unlike 
any previous experience of the Conference. Although reluctant to make an explicit claim of 
inspiration, at least some present had a definite sense of being guided to their outcome. Lang comes 
most close to saying that they had been guided by the Holy Spirit but is clearly wary of making such a 
claim. The Conference had achieved a wholly unexpected outcome. Instead of resolutions seeking 
further information and study of other Christian traditions, like those of Lambeth 5, there is a new 
approach. The other churches are called to join in common cause to seek reunion together for the sake 
of the greater good of the Church. There was, of course, considerable interest in the question of 
Christian reunion before the Conference began but there was no expectation of a document being 
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produced that would go beyond the statement of existing denominational positions. The Appeal 
represents a new approach and demonstrates that the Conference process was capable of generating 
something with the potential to unlock a seriously intractable issue.  
2. Relationships within the Communion 
D’arcy of Amargh spoke of the common bonds between the Anglican churches being rooted in, 
‘common history, convictions and hope’. He does not clarify his understanding of what those might 
be, and we would today perhaps have a different understanding, but he is clearly reflecting on those 
things which make the Anglican churches look, sound and behave as if they are part of a single 
tradition. Davidson’s Canterbury Address spoke of the common heritage of an old – by implication 
shared – creed and the need for it to be given new expression from time to time. However, both these 
statements beg the question of what might happen if the actions of one province seem to step outside 
the shared heritage.  How are the provinces to be held in communion? The answer established within 
Anglicanism by the Conference Tradition is to bring the bishops of the churches together to learn 
from one another, as was Longley’s original intention. The work of the Committee on Provincial 
Organisation presents an exposition of the value of the province but ignores the question of how 
mutual accountability can be maintained. The Communion’s broad view is that each province knows 
its own situation best but yet is accountable in some sense to the other provinces for their stewardship 
of the depositum fide. The difficulty resides in the nature of the accountability, particularly where the 
divergence is not concerned with the kind of first order theological beliefs delineated in, e.g., the 
Symbol of Nicaea but rather in lower order issues such as the gender of a province’s ministers. We 
shall return to this discussion in Chapter Ten. 
The failure to clarify the means of mutual accountability can be seen to lie at the heart of the 
Communion’s problems in the early twenty-first century; we shall examine this issue in Chapter 
Eleven. The Communion was far less diverse at the beginning of the Twentieth Century than it has 
become a hundred years later. The bonds of commonality between the provinces then appear stronger 
then than now. The location of the episcopate in a single social context, essentially white, male and 
middle-class together with much less variation in worship across the Communion must have led to a 
greater sense of identity than can be maintained in a twenty-first century context. To illustrate, at 
Lambeth 6 all the debates were held in English among men of broadly similar social class. At 
Lambeth 14 simultaneous translation was provided into seven languages for an episcopate that was far 
more diverse by culture, language and gender. The Communion of 2020 is in the process of becoming 
far more polychromatic than in 1920. 
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3. What 1920 might say to 2020  
We have already noted the apprehension that regularly precedes meetings of the Conference but that 
such apprehension may be dissipated by the outcome of the meetings. The outcome of Lambeth 6 was 
quite other than expected: although many of the bishops had called for a focus on Christian reunion, 
none of them foresaw that the Appeal would be the result. Further, the Appeal was couched in such 
generous and non-denominational terms that it was warmly received by those to whom it was 
addressed. Many of the bishops expressed their surprise and delight at the fraternal closeness of the 
debates and the sense of shared purpose that grew among them during the reunion debates that came 
to dominate the Conference. The remarkable friendship that developed between Henson, Weston, 
Heywood and Willis illustrates clearly the benefit that arises from those of very different standpoints 
coming together in Conference. Within their diversity they were also able to discover a convergence 
of thought. Davidson should be given credit both for his careful preparation and for his careful 
handling of the debates. He created an atmosphere in which a positive attitude could flourish despite 
the challenging issues that the Conference sought to address.  Perhaps we may say that the message of 
1920 to 2020 is that there is far more to be gained by conference than confrontation. There were 
serious issues to be confronted by Lambeth 6 but in the process of shared encounter the bishops found 
that there was commonality in their differing expressions of the Anglican way that enabled them to 
reach beyond their disagreements in search of a shared goal. We might ask in which ways the fault 
lines of 1920 were quantitatively worse than those a century later and that is a very challenging 
question. The fault lines appear to be similar, in so far as they continue to reflect the old divisions 
between the evangelical, liberal and catholic traditions in Anglicanism. However, a major difference 
is that cohesion has been undermined by cultural diversity. The Communion has become a fellowship 
of churches with common heritage and outlook but that are highly responsive to the local cultures 
within which they are set. One Anglican may be an Inuit Anglican, her sister may be a Xhosa 
Anglican but both are able to recognise affinity to the English Anglican who writes these words. 
 
c. Conclusion 
Lambeth 6 met at a time when the world had not yet fully come to terms with the impact of the 1914-
1918 War. However, we see in the preparatory documents and the debates, a clear focus on the 
questions of the unity of humankind. The bishops believed that divisions between peoples and nations 
needed healing and that healing of the divisions in the Church was also necessary. Christian re-union 
would be a symbol of hope to the rest of humanity, fulfilling the ecclesiological imperative that the 
people of God should be one so that the world might believe. 
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The Conference gathered bishops in common debate who were of diverse and contradictory views. 
There were serious concerns before the Conference that it would increase disunity among Anglicans 
or that one faction or another would separate from the Communion. Yet, despite the foreboding, 
bishops who might have been expected to be in conflict were able to make common cause; 
remarkable friendships grew that crossed significant boundaries. This shows the Conference at work 
producing shared understandings that united Anglicans. Theologically this might be interpreted as the 
Holy Spirit at work to bring unity and to generate community amongst those present – drawing the 
gathering into the Communion to which it aspired.  We may question the sense in which divisions in 
the Anglican Communion in the early twenty-first century are greater than those of earlier times and 
so ask why the same method of consultation should not be again be deployed.   
The Conference members took seriously the charge that Davidson gave them in his Opening Address, 
that they should follow the example of their predecessors and find appropriate new ways to give 
expression to their ‘old creed’. He continued to encourage them, by his presidency and example, to be 
loyal to their ‘common history, common conviction and common hope’.  The impetus to make their 
appeal for Christian reunion arose out of their growing sense of fellowship and the heart-felt desire to 
extend it beyond the limits of the Communion. 
The researcher is fortunate to have available extensive documentation for the Conference, including 
the verbatim accounts of the debates that make it possible to follow the developing thinking and mood 
of the bishops in some detail.  The tenor of the bishops’ words was that they were meeting as a 
representative and international body of people who were authentically catholic in their expression of 
the Christian faith. However, they have breadth of thinking that makes it possible for them both to 
honour the gifts that they have received and also to honour the gifts held by other Christian traditions. 
They express commitment to the Anglican way but also a deep understanding that Anglicans are only 
part of the whole Church of Christ. As we have seen it was just such a sentiment that led one bishop 
to remark, ‘what is the point of asking an Indian to join the Church of England?’ 
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Section Three: the impact of the Appeal 
  
 
 
 
Research Question: What was the contemporary impact of the Appeal within  
and beyond the communion?  
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Seven: How the Appeal came to be.  
The second section of this thesis examined the immediate circumstances in which the Appeal to All 
Christian People came to be made. Our attention now turns to the significance of the theology, impact 
and legacy of the Appeal. We have seen how Anglicans had already given expression to their identity 
through the Quadrilateral but in the face of the urgent post-war desire for human unity now sought 
the means to engage other Christians in dialogue. Davidson’s Presidential role as a moderating, 
statesman-like figure was crucial to the achievements of the Conference.  
This chapter examines the process through which the Appeal to All Christian arose from the work of 
the Conference Committee on Christian Reunion. The detailed description of the content of the early 
texts is dealt with in Chapter Eight. Initial work in the Committee was unsuccessful and left 
participants dejected, especially after the contributions of the group of ‘expert witnesses’. These half-
dozen academics and retired bishops seemed to be quite out of touch with the Committee members, 
who had an urgent sense of the need to bring Christians together in reunion for the sake of humanity’s 
own unity. The despondency was overcome by the work of a small group of like-minded bishops 
meeting privately and unofficially. They suggested that, rather than stating any Anglican positions, 
Lambeth 6 should make an appeal to other Christian traditions to work together for reunion. Their 
idea of an appeal, which soon became The Appeal, caught the imagination of the Committee and the 
Conference.  
The contribution of Frank Weston was critical to the change of direction; instead of being a negative 
influence, as had been feared, he became a key contributor.  The working group document was largely 
based on work previously done by Weston. Some of the group met with Davidson, Lang and members 
of the Conference secretariat over tea in the Lambeth garden and produced a document that formed 
the core of the Appeal. Significant editorial work was undertaken by Lang to whom Davidson 
delegated the major responsibility for the Reunion Committee and the documents that it produced. 
The text grew from being a mere statement of Anglican position to a surprisingly open and invitatory 
text, seeking to draw other Christian bodies into a conversation. The ambition was not simply the 
amalgamation of denominations but a rediscovery of the unity of the Church. There was a sense of 
urgency and invitation which a surprised Conference enthusiastically endorsed. Subsequently, their 
work was later warmly welcomed by potential ecumenical partners, even though the meetings that 
followed did not deliver immediate tangible results. 
An important feature of the Reunion Committee’s thinking was a growing concern that the Chicago-
Lambeth Quadrilateral had outlived its usefulness. Lang sought to replace the Quadrilateral with a 
new, threefold formulation: a coming reunited church would need to have common faith, worship and 
ministry. Lang argued that the Quadrilateral was an obstacle to the Free Churches, in particular, 
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because of the language that it used. Other traditions had come to regard the Quadrilateral, he said, as 
a list of demands, an agenda, rather than a survey of the issues that needed resolution. However, this 
chapter argues that it was not the language of the Quadrilateral that was the problem but the concepts 
presented by it. The chief difficulty lay with episcopacy, although there were also concerns about the 
use of the ancient creeds, especially from Congregationalists. Episcopacy was not an issue between 
Anglicans, Orthodox and some Lutheran Christians, but it is an area of difficulty between those 
traditions and other Reformation Churches.  
Unfortunately for English Anglicans, it was those non-episcopal churches that were predominant 
amongst potential ecumenical partners in England. Simply put, it was not the Quadrilateral’s 
description of episcopacy that deterred other protestant churches but episcopacy itself. In England, 
particularly, episcopacy was seen as inseparable from prelacy and the state role of the Anglican 
bishops. Lang’s concern about the Quadrilateral arose from a genuine concern to ease the path 
towards Christian reunion. However, in practice, the Quadrilateral continued in use for ecumenical 
discussions involving Anglicans because its elements are too fundamental in nature, from an Anglican 
perspective, for them to be surrendered. Consequently, the Quadrilateral became fundamental to the 
South India reunion scheme. More immediately, the reconciliation of the English and Swedish 
episcopal lines in the autumn of 1920 had been achieved on the basis of long years of work grounded 
in the principles of the Quadrilateral. 
Existing literature on Lambeth 6 supposes that the crucial point in the Appeal’s development was an 
afternoon tea party where a number of bishops agreed to propose a document. However, examination 
of the data shows that this was not the case; the process was more deeply rooted and more carefully 
prepared than the customary, somewhat light-hearted view has supposed. That view gives a false 
impression of the efforts that were made by committee members to overcome the serious 
ecclesiological difficulties that they faced – it also seriously underplays the role taken by Weston. 
Perhaps, if Weston had lived longer, his stature would have been greater but he died in the mission 
field soon after the ending of the Conference.601 The tea party was a turning point but the work it had 
a longer history than supposed and was the result of careful preparation by Bell and an enthusiastic 
group of bishops; it did not originate new work but rather allowed senior figures to endorse the draft 
that the ecumenical enthusiasts had already produced, outside the formal committee structure. The 
concern for reunion among church people that were also mission-focused has long been observed and 
is underlined by the identities of the bishops who were most involved in seeking to move the work of 
the Reunion Committee forward. 
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a. The work of the Reunion Committee 
This section examines the process by which the Reunion Committee carried out its work. The analysis 
of the texts of the Appeal’s progenitor documents will be undertaken in Chapter Eight. The Reunion 
Committee was the largest and continued to meet in the Lambeth library. The Committee also 
operated as two sub-committees, one on relations with episcopal communions and the other on 
relations with non-episcopal communions. Palmer of Bombay and Nickson of Bristol were elected 
joint secretaries; each also served as secretary to a sub-committees. Lang was appointed as committee 
chair by Davidson although there was a confirmatory vote at the first meeting.602 The committee 
agreed that Lang, Gibson of Gloucester and Boyd Vincent of Southern Ohio should meet together to 
assign members to the sub-committees. Gibson was appointed to chair the Episcopal Communions 
Sub-Committee and Lang undertook to chair the other. 
1. Initial disappointment 
The first meeting was on Wednesday 7th July and the next on Monday 12th in the library at 1400. The 
intervening time was intended for the bishops to address the substantial amount of reading that they 
had been given, including Bell’s Documents and a dozen other printed texts. Thereafter meetings were 
at 1100 and 1430 daily. The committee accepted that they were working against a deadline of having 
an interim report available by 21st July.603  
At the outset the Committee established four areas of preliminary discussion: 
 What idea of unity do we have? 
What do we consider to be the necessary conditions of Catholic unity as regards Faith, 
Sacraments and Ministry. 
 What do we regard as the sufficient principle justifying any claim that the ministry of a 
 united church should be based upon episcopal ordination? 
 What attitude ought we to take as to the ‘validity’ of the orders and sacraments of the non-
 episcopal churches? 604 
 
Lang opened the meeting on Monday 12th July stressing the immense and far-reaching character of the 
subject, the necessity of approaching it with an open mind and, ‘the readiness to reconsider even 
                                                   
602
 On a resolution proposed by the archbishops of Armagh and Rupertsland, *LC115:3. 
603
 Ibid. although the idea was later abandoned. 
604
 *LC115:7. 
135 
 
cherished traditions’.605 His statement references his growing belief that the Quadrilateral had outlived 
its usefulness. He held that its language was a significant barrier for the Free Church representatives 
with whom they needed to engage. The members agreed that they would not issue an interim report 
but put all their effort into a final document. 
At the fourth meeting (Tuesday 13th July) Henson suggested that the Quadrilateral should be amended 
in some way to show that episcopacy was needful as basis for unity but not requiring it to be of the 
‘esse’ of the Church.606 No details of the discussion are given in the minute book but we know that 
Bell was cynical about this writing that, ‘[Henson was] extraordinarily able and he had a definite 
policy – recognition of Presbyterian orders’.607 
Following the initial discussion Lang, Palmer and Nickson had circulated a draft document on unity, 
headed Seven Propositions, this was circulated during the day for discussion at the end of the 
afternoon session on Wednesday 14th July. Lang proposed that the Seven Propositions might form part 
of the Report but, answering Weston and Furse of St Albans, he added that acceptance of a draft 
would not preclude any bishop from raising questions in the main debate. He saw the Propositions as 
serving ‘only to summarise the considerable measure of agreement in the discussions’ and he wished 
‘to test the accuracy of [his] impression’.608 
Lang then welcomed the group of Anglican expert witnesses, including two of the ‘missing bishops’, 
although this proved to be counter-productive. There is no detailed record of the content of their 
evidence or of the questions they were each asked.609 The Committee found them to be inflexible and 
unhelpful.610  The discussion left the committee feeling that there was no way forward, there seems to 
have been considerable dejection.611 Bell’s diary says, ‘the witnesses seemed rigid dogmatists or 
‘boneless’ enthusiasts for the most part, ‘It is devilish’ said Neville [Talbot] of Pretoria of the worst 
day, after Gore and the others had held forth’.612 
Importantly for what followed, a group of notable Free Church divines were invited to attend on 
Thursday 12th, including some who became the most significant dramatis personae of the subsequent 
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ecumenical discussions, see Chapter Nine.613 Their attendance appears to be the first occasion on 
which Free Church representatives were invited to speak at a Lambeth Conference. 
The Reunion Committee had not intended to meet on Friday 16th July because Lang was going to 
Cambridge to receive an Honorary Degree and others wanted to support him. Lang’s notes tell us that 
six bishops, who had remained in London, met in the Lollard Tower dining room and it was their 
discussion that began to move the work forward.614 However, an unsigned and undated memo in 
another volume names eight who were present, perhaps Lang merely misremembered.615 The group 
agreed to develop Weston’s post-Kikuyu proposals, from which we might conclude that the real father 
of the Appeal was Weston himself, Maynard Smith was certain of it: 
 Everyone has read the Report of the Conference, few have read Central Africa , but by 
 comparing the documents we may see that rightly or wrongly, it was Frank’s policy that 
 triumphed.616 
Weston, Woods of Peterborough and Rhinelander of Pennsylvania wrote a first draft of the Appeal 
after the Friday meeting; this was passed to Lang and Davidson by the following morning; Lang 
recalls that he and Davidson read it in the library.617  
Willis of Uganda had written to Davidson asking if the Kikuyu proposals for missionary alliance 
would be discussed.618 Davidson replied that he was sure that the Reunion (Non-Episcopal Sub) 
Committee will consider them; the correspondence delicately avoids any reference to the furious row 
that those same proposals had caused.619 There is therefore some irony that it was Weston’s counter 
proposals that became the catalyst for the committee’s change of direction and finding of the means to 
move their discussion on towards the eventual Appeal. 
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2. Demythologising the Tea Party 
The eirenical, almost legendary, tradition represented, for instance, by Morgan’s account620 is that the 
idea of an Appeal arose from a conversation over tea on the Palace lawn on a Sunday afternoon, a 
happy moment of clarity amongst a casual group. However, this fails to do justice to the preparation 
that had already been undertaken. This was no accidental gathering but a convened group organised 
by Bell.621 Bell coyly says that the group met with the ‘connivance of Davidson’ but omits to mention 
that he was himself the secretary of the group.622 The group ‘under the tree’, Davidson’s description, 
were himself and Lang together with Rhinelander, Woods and Brent of Western New York. Davidson 
does not mention the presence of Bell but does say, ‘Edith was also with us’, something unreported in 
the literature.623 He goes on to say that Woods wrote a new draft following the tea party, which Lang 
‘considerably manipulated afterwards’ and which was ‘much improved’.624 The Appeal, as published 
to the Committee, was, he says, ‘the outcome of that afternoon’s conversation’; according to Lang it 
was possible because of the ‘invaluable work done by Bell in preparing the ground’.  
The Woods draft was presented to the Unity Committee on the morning of Monday, 19th July with 
Lang heavily emphasizing three points: 
1. There should be an Appeal; 
2. There should be the fewest possible Resolutions attached to the Appeal; 
3. The duty of pursuing re-union should be remitted to the provinces.625 
On Thursday 22nd July Committee reconvened and adopted the draft of the proposed Appeal with 
some minor textual amendments, very little survived of the Seven Propositions, although a few 
phrases can be seen.626 The text in the minute book is virtually the same as in the published report. 
None of the intermediate development papers are included in the minutes. The level of agreement 
within the committee seems to have been very high although Bell complains in his diary that Henson 
had become difficult at times: 
He wanted an indication that there was some discord over the Appeal and the Resolutions, 
prompting Palmer to say ‘I could kill that man’ in exasperation … but hostile and critical as 
he had been in committee he maintained absolute silence in the Conference itself to his 
immense credit in the eyes of all and did not vote against it.627 
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Henson seems often to have been problematic in committee, prompting a public rebuke from 
Davidson shortly after the Conference where he complained that Henson’s speeches to the Church 
Assembly were often so negatively expressed that he appeared to be opposed to items over which he 
had mere reservations or actually supported.628 
3. The Plenary Debates on Reunion 
The draft text of the Appeal was presented on Friday 30th July. The Conference had already spent time 
discussing the League of Nations; we must understand that the two ideas were linked in the minds of 
many.629 On the morning of the Reunion debate Davidson announced that he had received a fraternal 
telegram from the first ever international meeting of the Scandinavian bishops which he read to the 
Conference: it seemed a good omen. 630 The importance of the debate in their minds is shown by it 
being minuted in far more detail than any of the other discussions.631 Lang had introduced the 
committee report the previous day, he told the Conference that there had not been time to undertake 
detailed work on resolutions concerning relations, pressure of work on the Appeal was simply too 
great.632 In this way he prepared the Conference to understand the importance of the Appeal. The 
Resolutions had come to Conference directly from the sub-committees. During the main discussions 
the Committee had not been without disagreement, ‘But’ he said, ‘we were also wonderfully drawn 
together and that we felt a wisdom and a power infinitely greater than our own’.  
Lang argued that:  
 It is not for men to seek to create a unity of Christendom because it has that unity in Christ: 
 what is wanted is not the unity of the Church but its manifestation ... our task was to find 
 some way towards unity through common faith, common sacraments and common 
 ministry.633 
We should note the way in which he regroups elements of the Quadrilateral into three points of 
commonality, of faith, sacraments and ministry, following the text of the Appeal. 
After a moment of silent prayer Lang read the Appeal, in toto. He then re-read it but pausing to note 
particular points as he went and glossing each paragraph. He said that God wills unity, a unity to 
which no communion has attained but to which all communions should strive. Conference needed to 
keep the whole width of purpose of unity in mind, the discussion was not about reunion with 
particular strands but of the whole Church. All the churches keep to themselves gifts intended for the 
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whole Church and that is wrong. Anglicans have to accept both a share of the guilt and of the shared 
need to repent of schism and escape from it. 
Lang argues that if there is to be any visible union it must have a basis in principle and not because of 
loyalty to any feature of denominational heritage. The committee sought to move beyond the 
Quadrilateral because they did not wish merely to repeat well-worn phrases: 
  We want to get out of some of the associations which have surrounded [the Quadrilateral] 
 ... it has too often been regarded as a series of terms which have been laid down as 
 governing union ... We want to put it all on a new setting.634 
In an ecclesiologically significant statement Lang acknowledges the reality of the blessing of the Holy 
Spirit on non-episcopal ministries, an acknowledgement not previously made by Anglicans. He does 
not take a denominational position of describing episcopacy as the single source of ministry but, 
rather, describes the episcopate as having a unifying ministry within the Church. He seeks to divest 
episcopacy of features that are problematic for the Presbyterian and Congregationalist traditions and 
which, by implication, are not essential to the nature of episcopacy.635 That is, he seeks to disassociate 
episcopacy from prelacy in the belief that the Free Churches might accept a form of episcopacy, while 
knowing that prelacy would never be acceptable. By taking this approach, the committee bring 
themselves to the position where they may be able to make an offer of mutual recognition of 
ministries between Anglicans and those who have not retained personal episcopal oversight within 
their polities.  
Lang sought Conference’s help in testing this version of the Appeal and suggested that they must 
interrogate the draft asking:  
1. is each statement worth saying? 
2. is each statement in this document reasonably said? 
3. if the Conference thinks so, then the Committee asks them to say it by adopting the Appeal.636 
Finally, he said the ideals of the Appeal ‘must be placed first and foremost before our own people.’ 
Anglicans could not ask others to do what they would not themselves. He had studied various 
attempts at reunion at length but saw this as an entirely new approach, not trying to patch up 
disagreements but returning to principles. He called for the report to be taken as an organic whole. 
Davidson wanted to take up the suggestion and took it as a formal proposal but there was a short 
period of confusion as both Baines of Natal and Wakefield of Birmingham rose to attempt minor 
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textual changes to the Appeal. Davidson seems momentarily to have struggled to maintain the 
progress of the debate but was rescued by Thompson of Sodor & Man who said that he was not sure 
that a motion had been proposed but if it had he would like to second it.637  Thompson argued 
powerfully that Conference should accept the entirety of the Appeal and suggested that, as the 
document so clearly had its genesis in an atmosphere of prayer:  
 It is unthinkable that recommendations prepared, we are informed, and we believe it, in the 
 presence and power of the Holy Spirit should not be accepted ... the committee was as 
 representative as it could possibly have been; the report is moderate and unifies diversity of 
 thought.638 
Davidson managed to regain control after this and finally put the question ‘that the Appeal be taken en 
bloc’ which was carried. Bell says there were only three votes against. 
Kinsolving of Southern Brazil appealed for members to ask questions rather than make speeches. 
Averill of Auckland immediately asked what it was that they had in mind that Anglican ministers 
would have to receive from other traditions. Lang said that the Bishop of London had recently 
addressed some Wesleyan ministers and had offered to receive whatever form of recognition suited 
them and that was the principle that they were proposing to work on. What a Scottish presbytery 
might confer on an Anglican minister was essentially for the presbytery to say, rather than the 
Anglican.639  
Donaldson, Abp. of Brisbane expressed his hope for the Appeal in this way: 
 We are not proposing a deal but a great common act of profound spiritual significance. We 
 believe that Union is a gift God alone can give but he is waiting until every section of the 
 Church performs an act of humiliation and penitence. It may not be practical politics to talk 
 of Rome doing [such an act] but they must ... just as the rest of us.640  
Anglicans, he says, must accept a share of the blame for disunity. He understands that the problem 
with non-Episcopalian brethren is asking them to receive a conditional and episcopal ordination when 
they already both regard their own ordination as complete and also recognise Anglican ordination – so 
what quite would be the recognition that was being sought?641 In defence of the Anglican proposal he 
wondered if they were asking Free Church ministers to do any more than Jesus did in accepting 
John’s baptism of which, we might argue, he had no clear need. That the discussion was taking this 
turn shows the central problem of the Appeal: it asked a lot of others but asked little of its own people.  
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Hall of Vermont cautiously arose in dissent – he believed that the Appeal was mistaken to focus on 
episcopacy and the three orders, when the important matter was the transmission to the modern 
Church of the Great Commission from those who first received it. 642 By accepting others as 
practically equal, in this way, Anglicans would surrender their distinctiveness. Outsiders would be 
inclined to ask if that which is of distinctive value to Anglicans can be so easily surrendered, why 
should they want to adopt it?643  
Burgess of Long Island said that he was already faced with a concordat whereby some Congregational 
ministers have stated themselves ready to submit to his ordination should the terms be right. He 
believed, however, that some of them saw it as a simple practical matter that towns should have one 
church. They did not understand or think that anything would be added to their existing ordained 
status.644 He sought to assert the Anglican principle that episcopal ordination was not a matter of mere 
convenience, such ordination should be seen as sacramental in nature and recognition of that 
sacramentality must be sought from any who offered to submit themselves to it regardless of what 
their existing status might be.645  
Weston was the first contributor after lunch. He said that he would ‘speak from the same platform’ as 
Hall, they were both Anglo-Catholics, but reach a different, more positive conclusion. He asserted 
that there had been no compromise in the Committee; for himself, he had not had the gradual change 
of mind that some bishops had described, rather the Appeal contained ‘what had been on my mind for 
many years’.646 He believed that was needed was to bring separated groups together into harmony 
with Catholic Christianity, in its broadest sense, each group retaining its characteristic ways but united 
at the level of the regional synod of bishops. His broad proposal was not that Anglicans were going to 
ordain Free Church ministers, or that the Free Churches ordain Anglicans, but instead both would 
share a mutual recognition that all are authentic ministers of the Church of God. 
He wanted the bishops to see themselves as ‘putting before the world an ideal ...  wanting people to 
learn the value of that ideal ... it  would not be a quick and easy process’. 
He expected a long process in which he would have to teach and encourage the priests of his Anglo-
Catholic party to look beyond their parishes and to the ideal – he acknowledges the difficulty that 
some bishops have in dealing with the sensitivities of the priests of his party. Finally, he appealed to 
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fellow Anglo-Catholic bishops to make the Appeal and the Resolutions their own, ‘let it go out to the 
world that all the bishops of all parties have signed’.647 
Talbot was the last weighty contributor to the debate, he said that he had never heard a debate, ‘well 
thank God it is not really a debate’ that had so impressed him:  
There is a feeling abroad that we have been passing through something of which we have had 
no previous experience – without parallel at the Conference ... this is not a statement of our 
faith, nor for our own satisfaction or the guidance of our people but an Appeal. It is a case for 
the Anglican Communion but stated with reserve and penitence, dropping ways of speaking 
to which we have become attached and about which we have been complacent.648 
 Lang put the Appeal motion to Conference; although the Minutes specify his thanks to the 
Evangelical bishops for their acceptance and forbearance, the Verbatim makes it clear that Lang had 
also thanked Weston and his party, indeed the whole of Conference, for their collective approach to 
the Appeal. We might wonder why the secretariat felt the need to slant the record in this way. 
The motion was adopted with four bishops voting against.649 Bell comments in his diary: 
 It was the greatest moment of this or any previous Lambeth Conference, a moment full of 
 the sense that the Spirit itself had led the bishops and ending with a burst of heartfelt praise 
 in the singing of the Old Hundredth by all present standing in their places.650 
Thereafter, the bishops proceeded to a blow by blow dissection of the Resolutions where they were at 
last able to tinker with the texts to their heart’s delight – little of these debates can be described as 
theologically uplifting. They became so preoccupied that they were obliged to reconvene after tea. 
Almost all the resolutions were adopted unanimously. 
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4. Later points 
Once the resolutions had been dealt with there was a discussion about how the Appeal was to be 
issued. Some bishops were concerned that the Appeal might lose its prominence, given the range and 
number of the resolutions about relationships with other Christian bodies. Rhinelander of 
Pennsylvania called for it to be available before the impending World Conference on Faith and Order 
and also asked whether it ought to be signed by everyone or only by Davidson.651 The next day, 
(Saturday) Davidson reported that he had considered the matter of the signatures overnight and felt it 
was better that the document should come from the whole body of the Conference, rather than from 
any particular persons. He tactfully added that some bishops had shown great generosity in voting for 
the Appeal regardless of any private reservations that they may have had. He did not believe that they 
should be burdened with a request to individually sign it; this seems a good example of the diplomatic 
way that he sought to bring the Conference to a sense of unity, even in areas of potential 
controversy.652 
Returning to Friday’s debate, Gibson introduced the second part of the Reunion Committee’s report 
which sets out the reasoning for the Resolutions regarding relationships with particular other 
communions. Most noticeable among these is the decision that Anglican bishops should accept 
invitations to co-consecrate Swedish bishops, setting a seal on the slow process of mutual recognition 
between the English and Swedish churches. In the long-term, this decision was to be one of the 
greatest contributions of Lambeth 6 to ecumenical progress. Gibson underlined the great mass of 
material with which the sub-committees had had to deal in less than a fortnight’s ‘a race against time’. 
Davidson said that the consequential Resolutions needed to be treated with great care, they were far 
from technical matters but each had great importance in different parts of the Anglican 
Communion.653 He added that the Appeal had been placed with SPCK for publishing in England but 
did not know what the overseas arrangements would be.654 
The Conference briefly returned to the Appeal after tea on Tuesday 3rd August.  Most of the day had 
been spent on a somewhat fraught debate concerning marriage and issues of sexuality so they were 
obliged to reconvene for an evening session in order to complete the planned business of the day. The 
Draft Minute Book illustrates the difficulties the secretariat had in producing a balanced account of the 
debate, with numerous corrections and changes. By contrast, the record of the Appeal debate is 
strikingly plain and unamended. This was, perhaps, not the best atmosphere for Lang to bring back a 
range of technical amendments to the Unity Resolutions that members had suggested to him. One 
bishop, he said, had asked for the document to make quite clear that the Appeal was not proposing a 
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loose federation but Lang felt this unnecessary. The phrase ‘blindness to the sin of disunion’ was 
added in the third paragraph at the request of ‘many bishops’, who wanted to give greater strength to 
the document.655 In this way, the process of producing a remarkable and unprecedented document 
came to its completion.  
 
b. Analysis 
The Appeal expresses Anglican self-understanding and an Anglican desire to reach out to other 
traditions. Present day Anglican ecumenical endeavour is rooted in and enabled by this century old 
document which has had a profound effect on Anglican contribution to ecumenical debate.  In this 
sense, the Appeal is foundational, setting out an ecclesiological basis for Anglican encounter with 
other traditions. Other English Protestant churches were clearly surprised by the tone and intention of 
the document, which left them with no choice but to consider their own standpoint, however much or 
little they could concur. The Appeal provided a positive context for discussion in South India and 
between the English and Swedish churches and also made clear the basis upon which Anglicans could 
participate in the discussions leading to the formation of the World Council of Churches.  
The Appeal’s theological analysis is focused in four assertions: 
1. the Church should be united but is not; 
2. disunity means the Church’s witness is not credible;  
3. the Church must recover its unity of faith, worship and ministry; 
4. the episcopal ministry is the means and locus of unity. 
1. The unity of the Church 
In truth there is only one Church but its unity is not ‘manifest in the world’. Instead, the world sees 
Christians divided between exclusive and excluding communities, seemingly blind to their 
commonalities. Anglicans have ties that bind them to others who are also Christian, suggesting that 
Anglicanism is a way of being Christian – not the way.656 No narrow, exclusivist claim is made but 
rather it is asserted that the fullness of the Church lies only partly within Anglican tradition; important 
elements of Church lie beyond Anglican boundaries.657  Gifts meant for all are, instead, held in a 
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fragmented and particularised way – so the search for unity is critical to the well-being of the Church. 
The whole Church needs the gifts that were intended for all but are presently withheld within the 
separated churches. As God gives the whole gift of the Church to the whole of the Church it must be 
sinful for elements within the Church to attempt to withhold part of that giftedness. The Lambeth 
Fathers say they are bishops of the one Holy Catholic Church but also in communion with the Church 
of England, revealing the divided reality of the Church and the divisiveness of denominationalism. 
They offer a complex description of the Church as a ‘society’, both independent and missional; it is an 
‘outward, visible and united society’ with its own leadership, using the gifts of grace and inspiring its 
members to ‘service of the Kingdom of God in the world’ and they say, ‘this is what we mean by the 
Catholic Church’. The theological challenge is to hold the visibility of the Church together with its 
unity. The Church exists in a creation that is in the process of redemption but how can it be sufficient 
to believe in its unity only as an ‘ambition’, an unrealised eschatological, coming future? Surely from 
this arises an imperative to seek the revelation of unity even in the partially redeemed present? 
2. The witness of a divided Church is not credible 
Christians have become divided because of ‘self-will, ambition and lack of charity’ and remain so 
because of blindness to the sin of disunion’. Anglicans confess their share of the guilt in dividing the 
Church, ‘crippling the body of Christ and hindering the activity of His Spirit’. This is powerful 
language, reaching far beyond mere regret because the shared heritage of dispute and recrimination 
has alienated Christians from each other and from the world. The future credibility of the Church will 
depend on the willingness of Christians to set the needs of others before their own. Otherwise, 
Christians’ words will be turned back on them by a world who hears a Church call for human unity 
while unable itself to unite: its call will carry no weight. Christians lose credibility in the world if they 
are unable to fulfil a mission of reconciliation because they lack internal reconciliation. Christ’s high 
priestly prayer for the unity of his people was a prayer to the Father, but to his people they have the 
weight of a commandment because they express the perfectly united intention of the Trinitarian 
God.658 To be disunited in the face of it is to be sinful.659 Thus, Christians who desire unity must be 
prepared to make sacrifices, ‘for the sake of a common fellowship, a common ministry and a common 
service to the world’. Both ministry and service are founded in common faith. On the one hand that 
faith calls on Christians to enable one another’s mutual discipleship (ministry) and on the other it 
impels them to reach out beyond the fellowship (service). No communion should be absorbed; rather 
all communions should come together, manifesting the theological unity of the Church. All should 
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reach out towards a reunited and catholic Church, gathering together ‘all who profess themselves 
Christians’. The distinctiveness of the traditions would not be lost but be reconciled so that the gifts 
intended for all would be able to be redistributed amongst all. The whole Church could benefit from 
the particular strengths and insights of the separated traditions.  
3. Unity of faith, worship and ministry 
 
All those who believe in Jesus Christ and are baptised into the faith share membership of the Church. 
A reunited Church would construct its ‘visible unity’ from common belief, common worship and 
common ministry. This is not a search for a kind of lowest common denominator but for genuine 
essentials, thus the inclusion of Scripture and the two ancient creeds. If the Scriptures and Symbols 
are the classic expression of the deposit of faith, why should one want to add to them? Any such 
possible additions, indeed, carry the implication of sectarian or schismatic thinking. Unity of faith 
would be expressed through ‘whole-hearted acceptance’ of Scripture as the standard of faith and of 
the Catholic creeds, unity of worship through the shared use of the two dominical sacraments that 
‘express the corporate life of the whole fellowship in and of Christ’. Unity of ministry would derive 
from recognition that those who minister have both an inner call and the endorsement of the 
fellowship. Within the diversity of practice there should be a unifying core of belief that would allow 
Christians to recognise one another and also allow the world to recognise them. The bishops do not, 
however, address the problems around the interpretation of Scripture. Liberals, catholics, evangelicals 
and modernists all accept Scripture in their own ways, for diverse hermeneutical motives. Within the 
Anglican spectrum there is a wide diversity of understanding and it is possible that a united Church 
might be able to contain a similar diversity – but this might also be a rock on which the ecumenical 
ship might founder. The three-fold unity would give essential coherence and cohesion 
notwithstanding any divergence of expression appropriate to the social context in which local 
churches might be set. Thus, the fellowship that is God’s will for humanity will be given exemplary 
expression. The Church is called to be a fellowship bound together by its possession of its distinctive 
features but also by its mutuality, its koinonia, that overcomes barriers of culture, language or 
ecclesiological nuance – and ultimately of time and space as the whole Church is made perfectly one 
with the life of the Godhead. 
 
4. Place of episcopacy 
Adam states that Anglican tradition has generally held that episcopacy is for the best good of the 
Church, not an essential of its identity but one whose absence means that a Christian community does 
not possess the fullness of the Church.660 Leadership is held by individuals for the sake of the Church 
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and is not absolute but exercised in a synodal context, ‘constitutional episcopacy’ as it was then 
described. Anglican ecumenical action has been directed to persuading partners of the value of the 
episcopacy and of bringing their practice into line with Anglican thinking, for the sake of unity. This 
is seen in the two Indian unions, the Porvoo Agreement and the two Anglican-Lutheran agreements in 
North America. Remarkably the partners have been prepared to make these concessions to Anglican 
ecclesiology but we must note that these have been somewhat small scale associations between 
traditions that do not represent very large components of the Christian spectrum. In England the 
Baptist Union of Great Britain and the United Reform Church have both adopted systems of 
ministerial oversight that seem similar to episcopacy. These Baptists Regional Ministers and URC 
Moderators are the acknowledged leaders of geographical areas, ordain and lead in mission but the 
difficulty for Anglicans is that they are appointments to office. These office holders are not ordained 
to a permanent episcopal ministry so, citing the Appeal, they seem not to ‘share in that grace which is 
pledged to the members of the whole body in the apostolic rite of the laying-on of hands’. 
Finally, the Appeal makes a plea for action succinctly expressed in its fifth section: 
This means an adventure of goodwill and still more of faith, for nothing less is required than a 
new discovery of the creative resources of God. To this adventure we are convinced that God 
is now calling all the members of His Church.661 
The timeliness motif, also used in the opening of the document, comes together with a deep sense of 
urgency that gives a prophetic tone to the writing. Although called an ‘appeal’, it is also a challenge to 
adopt a new outlook, an ecclesial adventurousness. Intra-Christian relations must be renewed to erase 
attitudes that had varied from wariness, at the best, to downright hostility, focused in denunciation and 
anathema.  
The Appeal gave three gifts to Anglican tradition: 
1. a clear statement of where Anglicans believed the search for unity might begin with a sense of 
urgency about the quest; 
2. an assurance that they have a basis within the discourse of their tradition upon which they can 
build future dialogue;  
3. permission and encouragement to develop schemes for reunion imbued with a sense of 
urgency for the sake of Christians and for the sake of the world.  
 
 
                                                   
661
 SPCK (1920) 28. 
148 
 
c. Conclusion 
The Appeal to All Christian People was a timely and heartfelt call to the Christian churches to reunite. 
The text identifies key areas where ecclesiological convergence would be necessary for a reunited 
body, the Church, to come into being. It proposes that the convergence should not be achieved by the 
subordination or amalgamation of existing traditions, the churches, but rather through a shared 
process of theological exploration and reflection. The aim of the process would be to establish the 
conditions under which the traditions could reach shared life through having common faith, common 
worship and common ministry. The missional imperative for such a search was the conviction that the 
disunity of the Church discredited its preaching – particularly in the context of a world that had passed 
through the horrors of a world war. Humanity itself need to seek unity and Lambeth 6 believed that 
the best way to achieve that was through Christian faith and principles but they could only be 
effectively presented by a Church that had healed its own divisions. The task, then, was to discover 
the means by which the theological unity of the Church might be made manifest in the world. 
The process by which the Appeal came to be written was complex and has not been well described in 
previous literature. In particular the work of Weston and Lang has been underplayed with insufficient 
attention to the careful work of preparation that took place during the conference. Instead an image 
has been presented of the bishops arriving at the idea of an appeal through a happy chance, over tea 
on the lawn at Lambeth Palace. The process had in fact been fraught and came close to collapse until 
the self-initiated action of a small group of bishops who developed previous work brought to the 
conference by Weston. His work arose from his experience as a missionary bishop in West Africa and 
particularly in reaction to the ‘Kikuyu Incident’. Davidson left the work of the Reunion Committee in 
the hands of Lang but handled the plenary debates on the resulting document with considerable skill. 
During the process, Lang made an attempt to abandon the Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral as the 
benchmark for Anglican ecumenical endeavour. He believed that it had become unhelpful by 
appearing to set an agenda to which other potential ecumenical partners must submit. Instead he 
sought a new formulation. However this foundered on the fundamental issue that it was not the words 
of the Quadrilateral that were problematic but rather the model of the Church that it presented. Even 
so, the Appeal’s proposal for progress through mutual learning and understanding became the normal 
means by which Christian traditions have sought to draw together. The fruits of such a way of 
approaching the problem of disunity were made evident in successful schemes that were given 
impetus by the publication of the Appeal. This was largely possible because Anglicans of different 
viewpoints were prepared to meet together to understand their own heritage first, rather than holding 
aloof from one another as appears to have happened in the early twenty-first century. The 
commitment of Lambeth 6 was to seek unity first among Anglicans, then among Christians and, 
ultimately among humanity. 
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Eight: The Writing of the Appeal  
Chapter Seven described the events around the adoption of the Appeal to All Christian People; this 
chapter will pay close attention to the growth of the text. It is important to note that the Appeal is not 
programme for reunification but an expression of principle; it does not set out details but instead calls 
for debate. The debate is described as enticing, an adventurous exploration of the views of the 
different Christian traditions. The traditions are called on to learn from one another and in that way to 
discover not only diversity but also commonality. We shall investigate the shifts of emphasis and 
developing thought in the successive draft documents. The progression is illustrated by the shift in the 
title of the drafts: originally a Statement of Propositions, and somewhat Anglican propositions at that, 
the drafts evolve into a heartfelt Appeal. Central to the argument of this thesis is the idea that there is a 
progression from believing that the unity of the Church is a gift of God, albeit one that is not fully 
revealed, to an activist attitude that unity is something for which Christians must strive. The gifts 
given to the churches, held back as if private possessions, were intended for the whole Church to hold 
in common. Part of the revelation of the unity of the Church will be the bringing of those gifts into the 
common possession of the whole Christian community.  
In their debates the bishops caught a vision of a possible new future for the Church and were anxious 
to share that vision widely. Analysis of the documents reveals important detail about Anglican self-
understandings. Also, the fault lines in their thinking, ultimately leading to the failure of the Appeal to 
deliver the result for which they had hoped, become clear. The documents reveal a willingness to 
engage with other Christian traditions that had not always been present in the past, coupled with a 
generosity of ecclesiological spirit that is a genuine departure. The new approach led to important 
progress in ecumenical relations in South Asia, Europe and North America much later in the twentieth 
century. The level of reunion achieved within the Churches of South and North India and the North 
American Anglican-Lutheran concordats have their roots in the Appeal initiative. 
Given the significance of the Appeal, it is surprising that previous writers have paid such little 
attention to the origin of the text. In part, this silence may be because the archive folders themselves 
tell the story in a fragmented way but also, until recently, scholarly use of the material was restricted. 
No unified account of the originating process has appeared in the literature. The source materials are 
inchoate and no one archival source gives a full account of the process that brought the document to it 
final form.  
The members of the 1920 Committee on Reunion were faced with a mass of documentation. Davidson 
wrote that he had decided to give the bishops as much information as possible so that, rather than 
needing help from outside, they would tend to be brought to each other. He had asked Bell to collate 
the documents bearing on the problem of Christian unity and that the material the bishops were given 
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had contributed to the smoothness of the Conference.662 Apart from Bell’s handbook of important 
documents, the members were each given a bundle of pamphlets and a number of books that would 
have made for a considerable burden of urgent reading. 
As we have seen, the reality of the genesis of the Appeal is far more complex than the simple ‘tale of 
the Tea Party’. The deepest roots of the document lie in the two Kikuyu Missionary Conferences of 
1913 and 1918. The 1913 conference is well known in the literature but that of 1918 is rarely 
reported. The events of the first conference and the subsequent furore led to an enquiry conducted by 
the Consultative Committee of the Lambeth Conference (LCC).663 The LCC reported in 1915 but its 
report was overshadowed by the wartime situation. Despite the dispute and ill-feeling, the ‘Kikuyu 
Incident’ was an important stimulus to Weston’s thinking. The negative context notwithstanding, 
Weston had hoped to persuade those attending the 1918 Conference that there might be a way forward 
that preserved what he saw as the important theological principles. Weston was not averse to the 
search for unity but believed that it should proceed on grounds of an integrity that had not been 
present at the shared worship of the first conference. He believed that worship had presented a false 
impression of unity between traditions that were actually at serious ecclesiological odds with one 
another.  
Seeking an approach congenial to his high view of the Church and of its sacraments, Weston had 
proposed to the missionary leaders that they should find a route to unity by means of the adoption of a 
system of parallel and collegial episcopacy. Despite the residual negative feelings arising from his 
outburst after the first conference his presence was welcomed – but he was unable to persuade other 
attendees of the value of his approach. His words seem to have had no impact on the outcome, 
although the warmth of his personality healed some of the previous hurt. At the time Weston’s 
contributions were regarded as critical to the evolution of the Appeal. However, as the process of 
producing the substantive text proceeded, the work increasingly left the hands of the committee 
members and came under the direct influence of Lang. The final stages being were entirely under his 
control and some of the writing being entirely his, without reference to the committee. Lang 
particularly wanted to separate the Appeal from dependence on the Quadrilateral. Under his guidance 
the Quadrilateral was set aside for the purposes of the Conference, although subsequent unity 
discussions ultimately returned to its formulations as a basis for negotiations. 
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a. The textual history of the Appeal document 
The Appeal text’s development is not systematically documented, perhaps matters moved too quickly 
to be recorded, even by Bell or Lang. Bell’s log book is a scant text with only some of the typescripts 
pasted in without commentary.664 His diary is also silent.665 *LC114:106, unsigned and undated, gives 
some information; it seems to be the account referenced by Davidson in his Autumn memo. If so, it is 
Lang’s but it is incomplete, only definitely referring to four of the eight known documents.  666 *LC141 
has the most documents but is also incomplete.667 The following account is reconstructed from four 
main sources: 
1. *LC141; 
2. Davidson’s Autumn memorandum;668 
3. the typescript Lang Memorandum; 669 
4. The Reunion Committee Minute Book.670 
The documents, referred to by index (D) and number, are: 
Index 
Number 
Heading  Source Notes 
D1 The Committee on Reunion  Lambeth Conference 
Reports 
*LC141:4 
 
Written on 13th July (p.m.) 
by Lang, Nickson and 
Palmer. 
 
D2 Seven Propositions agreed as 
commanding broad support in the 
Committee 
 
Reunion Committee 
minute book 
*LC115:18  
 
Adopted on Wednesday 15th 
July. 
 
D3 A Statement of our Position  
[first version] 
Lambeth Conference 
Reports 
*LC141:5 
Undated; unclear if seen by 
the Reunion Committee. 
 
D4 A Statement of our Position  
[second version] 
Lambeth Conference 
Reports 
*LC141:8 
Lollard Tower meeting text 
discussed at the tea party. 
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D5 An Appeal to all Christian People 
[first version] 
Reunion Committee 
minute book 
*LC115:25 
Dated 19th July: edited by 
Lang, shown to the 
committee that morning. 
 
D6 An Appeal to all Christian People 
[second version] 
 
Lambeth Conference 
Reports 
*LC141:5 
Also 19th July: revised by 
Lang after the committee 
meeting.  
 
D7 An Appeal to all Christian People  
[third version] 
 
Lambeth Conference 
Reports 
*LC141:10 
 
Printed text for the 
Conference plenary. 
 
D8 An Appeal to all Christian People  
[fourth version] 
 
Lambeth Conference 
Reports 
*LC141:11 
Final galley. 
 
 
1. Origins 
Weston’s work for Kikuyu 1918 was not lost. Maynard Smith reports that he published his proposals 
in the UMCA journal, Central Africa , six months before Lambeth 6.671 He seems not to know that the 
proposals were also published by Bell.672 Central Africa was mostly read in Anglo-Catholic circles 
but Weston’s proposals became more widely known during the Conference. There was more to the 
process than the committee work, Bell writes: 
 The main work, it is true, was done in committees but a vast amount was done outside, in 
 conversation on the lawn at Lambeth after luncheon, with Tinnevelly, Warrington and 
 Zanzibar arm-in-arm or in confabulation at night between e.g. Zanzibar and Dornakal.673 
Mention of the Indian bishops is important; the South Indian negotiations had already made a 
tentative start, Bell notes the proposed method of unification in his source book.674 The reunion 
proposal was consonant with Weston’s approach, mutual recognition of ministries alongside a 
commitment that all ordinations after the union would be episcopally administered. Bell continues: 
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When Dornakal finds Zanzibar ready in the end to give [his support] ... provided that the 
future is secured and satisfactory guarantee of episcopal supervision is guaranteed ... Zanzibar 
says to Dornakal ‘If you are one of the bishops then I shall be entirely satisfied’.  
Bell says that the presence of Azariah of Dornakal, the first South Asian Anglican bishop, with his 
engagement with the South Indian proposals, ‘constituted an immense stimulus in itself’. How much 
impact the knowledge of an emergent scheme in India would have had on the thinking of the bishops 
is very difficult to gauge at this distance but the sources suggest that Azariah’s commitment to a 
catholic ecclesiology, coupled with his evident enthusiasm, would at least have shown that the 
possibility of such a reunion scheme existed.  
Following the committee’s first meeting, Lang, Palmer of Bombay and Nickson of Bristol circulated a 
draft document on unity, D1, probably written on the night of 13th July.675 The paper asserts that the 
Church’s unity already exists by Christ’s will but is obscured by the sins of Christians and a lack of a 
will to heal their divisions. The writers do not seek the reunion of some ecclesial bodies but rather that 
all Christians ‘should manifest the unity of the Church’. In this way the God-given gifts possessed by 
the different traditions would come to be shared by all Christians. The Christian status of all baptised 
persons is generously affirmed but it is coupled with a call for all Christians to acknowledge their own 
part in perpetuating division. The shared heritage of ‘common faith, common worship and common 
ministry’ is described in characteristically Anglican language but also acknowledged to belong to all, 
regardless of tradition. The text explicitly acknowledges the spiritual reality and worth of ministry and 
sacraments in those communions that do not possess the episcopate. However, the episcopate is 
promoted as the means of securing the unity and continuity in the church of the future. This last 
suggestion was open to considerable Free Church objection, discussed in Chapter Nine. 
D1 went to the Committee on Wednesday 14th July but the discussion left the bishops feeling that 
there was no way forward.676 Bell says there was considerable dejection.677 D1 is a succinct 
expression of Anglican understanding of the Church and is open-hearted towards Christians of other 
traditions. Anglican acknowledgement of guilt for separation was a radical departure for a tradition 
that had been accustomed to presenting itself with considerable self-confidence, if not arrogance. 
However, as a document D1 fails; it is not sufficiently enticing for those outside the Anglican 
Communion, it is an assertion of one tradition – not an invitation to joint exploration of the shared 
heritage. 
Despite the unhappy atmosphere, D1 provided a starting point, leading to D2, a typescript headed, 
‘Seven Propositions agreed as commanding broad support in the Committee’. The two texts are close 
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although para. (3) is reordered. D2 seems to have been written by the leadership group but there is no 
authorship data. The first paragraph is unaltered but the second uses more inclusive language to speak 
of ‘all Christians’ rather than retaining an apparently Anglican focus. Similarly, removal of the second 
half of (3) serves to address fears among some Anglicans that a federal church might be established.678 
Instead it emphasises the need for all Christians to seek union in order to manifest the fullness of the 
divine gifts. Para. (5)’s sections on common faith, sacraments and ministry are unchanged but the 
committee wanted a definite reference to confirmation alongside baptism;679 this reference seems to 
have been a response to the expert witnesses, especially Gore, who ‘loved confirmations’ but is 
removed in later drafts.680 This reference later disappears. D2 bequeathed its broad shape to the 
process but its text was overlaid as the document evolved. 
2. The new direction 
At the end of the week some committee members met in the Lollards Tower dining room on Friday 
16th July. The group consisted of those who were most anxious to move the discussion forward; Bell 
calls them ‘the little self-appointed group’.681 They agreed to return to Weston’s 1918 Kikuyu 
proposals, particularly his promotion of regional, parallel episcopacies. Lang’s role as chair and editor 
should not be underestimated but contemporary assessment was that Weston’s influence was critical. 
Bell writes: 
 A very large part of the success of the Appeal ... was due to the chairman of the Reunion 
 Committee, the Archbishop of York and while this is abundantly true ... nothing or anything 
 like the same such would have been done had it not been for the Bishop of Zanzibar whose 
 speech in the first week struck the note of the Appeal and whose further speeches in 
 committee, conciliatory spirit, large  heartedness, clear mindedness and passionate drive for 
 reunion together with a quite remarkable power of draftsmanship were the predominant 
 forces in the drafting out of the Appeal and its attached resolutions.682 
D3, unsigned and undated, seems to be the document known to have been prepared by Weston, 
Woods and Rhinelander of Pennsylvania after the Friday meeting. Lang and Davidson discussed such 
a document the next morning which was later than D2 and on textual grounds this is the best 
candidate. Lang’s Memo says that D3 was redrafted by Woods; Lang may not have been aware of the 
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part played by the other two bishops or perhaps forgot.683 The language moves beyond D2 as 
Weston’s characteristic vocabulary emerges; for example, the idea of ‘groups’ within the Church or 
the new definition of the Catholic Church. 
The paragraph on the Church’s unity is entirely rewritten, using language about fellowship like that 
used in Conference plenary debates on the League of Nations. The church is a visible expression of a 
divine expectation that God’s people should promote his will and glory, it is to be seen as free-
standing with its own structures and its own officers: it is called the Catholic Church. Here we may 
hear echoes of Anglo-Catholic and Free Church concerns about the church’s independence, a divinely 
established institution, sui generis. The text moves from a passive view of unity as God’s gift to the 
Church, towards an activist understanding of the need for Christians to be positively engaged in 
manifesting the Church’s innate unity. This view is consistent with a mission orientated imperative 
rooted in Scripture, that the Church should be united ‘so that the world will believe’.684 Unity is 
something to be striven for. 
The Church’s unity is not visible in the world because of the sin of the Church’s own members, thus 
the Church is ‘crippled’ in its efforts to fulfil its mission. A challenge follows: if the unity implicit in 
the Church as a divine foundation is not visible, then the time has come for Christians to reach out 
towards the goal of a future united church. The divided groups should no longer hold to themselves 
gifts intended by God for the use of the all. To heal their broken fellowship, Christians must once 
again gather around that which is held in common. The statements about common faith, worship and 
ministry are repeated in broadly similar phrases with the liberty of practice in worship described in 
Westonian terms.685 Groups should honour those things precious to themselves but without denying 
the value of the other’s gifts – or seeking to hold back from one another the gifts of each. The spiritual 
efficacy of ministry in other communions is affirmed in a new eighth paragraph.  
There is an assertion that the Anglican Communion represents a stream of Catholic Christianity equal 
to the ‘ancient episcopal communities of East and West’. This is a claim of high status; Anglicanism 
is no mere parvenu sect but has roots in the apostolic Church. The assertion is consistent with the 
claim that Anglicans have no distinct doctrine but merely teach what the Church has always taught 
because they are what the Church has always been.  
Episcopacy should be exercised in a representative and constitutional way; this view responds to Free 
Church concerns about the nature of episcopal rule, rather than episcopacy itself, which was an 
important contextual statement. However, such a commitment to constitutional episcopacy was just as 
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important to many Anglicans, particularly in the emerging national churches of the communion and 
had long been upheld by the Scottish and American provinces. 
Finally, an important paragraph proposes that there should be a mutual exchange of ministerial 
heritage between uniting traditions. The bishops declare themselves ready to submit to some form of 
recognition, conveying to them whatever was thought lacking from the non-Anglican perspective. 
Other ministers would submit to something that looks suspiciously like re-ordination, however 
tactfully suggested. Ecclesiologically this paragraph is problematic. While we might understand a 
Roman Catholic perspective on alleged deficiencies in Anglican orders, for example, it is far more 
difficult to understand what problems a Methodist might perceive. English Free Church traditions 
already generally recognised Anglican ministry and sacraments as effectual means of grace. The 
paragraph is intended to convey reassurance, to say to those who would be required to go under the 
hands of a bishop in the historic succession, that Anglicans were willing to undergo a similar kind of 
rite. However it is quite clear that there is an asymmetry in the proposal. 
There is a sense of excitement in the new writing; it describes a call to an ‘adventure of goodwill’, it 
reads as a summons to share a vision of a possible future, where the Church fulfils its call in deeper 
and broader ways than heretofore. The changed mood of the writing gave rise to hope that they might 
have found a way to reinvigorate their debates and produce an outcome that could facilitate real 
progress towards Christian reunion. 
3. Development work in the Reunion Committee 
D3 was typed up overnight and passed to Lang and Davidson on Saturday morning; Lang recalls that 
he and Davidson read it together in the library.686 The archbishops agreed to send it forward to the 
garden meeting on the next day. The Appeal was, Davidson says, ‘the outcome of that afternoon’s 
conversation’; Lang, as we have seen, says it was possible because of the ‘invaluable work done by 
Bell in preparing the ground’.687 The group ‘under the tree’ reviewed the work of the previous two 
days. Davidson says that Woods took pencil notes on the discussion and then wrote a new draft, 
which Lang ‘considerably manipulated afterwards’ and which was ‘much improved’.688 The post 
meeting document is identified here as D4. Copies were produced for the subsequent meeting of the 
Reunion Committee on the 19th when it was further debated; unfortunately, the minute book does not 
detail the discussion.  
The differences between D3 and D4 are less extensive than Davidson’s comment suggests. The first 
five paragraphs are largely unaltered. The first major change comes in (6a), with a statement that 
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Scripture is to be seen as the ‘rule and ultimate standard of faith’. While this is simply 
characteristically Anglican affirmation of the importance of Scripture, at the time it would have been 
seen as a response to the perceived threat of modernist thinking in the Church. The assertion would be 
important to Evangelicals in the Church of England and beyond. Important as intellectual endeavours 
might be, they cannot supersede Scripture, even if they promote our understanding of the Scriptural 
text. 
In (6b) the Weston-inspired language about the freedom of traditions to ‘authorise ... additional rites 
and customs of worship and devotion’ is removed. Such a statement could have been seen as an over-
generous concession to ritualism. However, later experience of ecumenism suggests that, in practice, 
such a freedom is a matter of necessity. The alternative would be a kind of uniformity, contrary to the 
declared intention of (4) to honour the gifts of all the converging traditions. Important as flexibility 
may be, the two rites that take precedence for Christians are Holy Baptism and the Holy Eucharist 
because of their roots in Christ’s own teachings. Other acts of worship or devotion are not of the same 
degree of significance for the faith community. The language concerning ministry is unchanged as is 
the description of the need for episcopacy for it to be constitutional and for all traditions to hold it in 
their systems. 
A new paragraph (9) attempts to address the issue of recognitional asymmetry in a convergence of 
ministerial traditions. The new text is a solid affirmation of the value of all Christian ministries: 
 God forbid that any man should repudiate a past ministry rich in spiritual experience both 
 for himself and others.  
Perhaps these words are the strongest that could be used without actually ceding the full validity of 
non-episcopal ministries. However, the question remains that if Presbyterian and Congregational 
ministers were so clearly ministers of the gospel, what would be the point of additional episcopal 
ordination? Free Church ministries could not be further acknowledged without giving way on the key 
principle of episcopal ordination – and if that were done, what would remain of Anglican 
distinctiveness? 
A new paragraph (10) develops the idea of the ‘crippling of the Society of Christ through disunity’. 
The moral authority of the Catholic Church in the future would depend on the extent to which it 
showed readiness to prefer the needs of others. The world will not believe that Christians are serious 
about the fellowship of humanity if they cannot first express that fellowship among themselves. A 
final short paragraph makes explicit the nature of the document as an appeal to other Christian 
communities rather than simply an Anglican position paper. The new material, some of it startlingly 
different, was brought to Committee on 19th July. Those who had not been involved in the discussions 
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over the weekend may well have been somewhat surprised by the developments but clearly they were 
able to endorse the revised document. Only a very few amendments arose from the day’s debate.  
Confusingly, D5 is also dated 19th July but the Lang Memo shows it was produced after the 
Committee session. Lang says that he agreed to take full responsibility for D5 as, ‘a statement of our 
position’. A comparison between D4 and D5 shows that the committee were largely content to 
endorse the new work but that there were some new emphases: 
1. A statement that barriers between Christians can only be removed by a determined effort; 
2. An assertion that God was calling Christians to an ‘adventure’ of goodwill; 
3. A thankful acknowledgement of the efficacy of ministry in non-Anglican communions. 
D5 is the first version of the text headed as an ‘Appeal to All Christian People’, capturing the mood of 
the Committee that their task was not simply to produce a statement of where Anglicans believed 
themselves to stand but, rather, to describe a vision of a place whence all Christians might journey 
together. There is a sense of urgency and enthusiasm in the document, thus paragraph (4) says: ‘the 
removal of ... barriers ... will only be brought about by a new comradeship of those whose faces are 
definitely set this way’. 
Comradeship – though clearly expressing the sentiment that the bishops wanted to convey – is not 
particularly a Scriptural word.689 Why did they not choose fellowship or communion as words with 
greater theological weight? Perhaps it is a reflection of the time in which they wrote, so soon after the 
end of the war. Comradeship suggests unity in struggle; in this case, the ecumenical endeavour: it is 
like a call to arms and a perhaps a recognition of the potential cost of the struggle. Similarly, (5) is 
amended to say that all members of the Church are called to the ‘adventure’ of seeking reunion. D5 
represents the final work of the Reunion Committee before the Conference plenary.690  Lang’s work 
of editing and expansion continued, while the Committee became more concerned with the 
Resolutions it was to present.  
4. The Substantive Text 
Lang had become increasingly clear that they must address the principle of unity: no detailed scheme 
of reunion should be put forward.691 He sought a new beginning; an appeal, rather than a position 
statement, was thus aligned with his hopes. He believed that restating the Quadrilateral would be 
counter-productive, its text was too familiar and the language too difficult – it would be better to 
begin again with a new presentation. The text debated in Conference was aligned with Lang’s views 
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but it is clear that the Quadrilateral was never far from the Conference’s thinking; its established 
position and brevity of statement made it difficult to exclude. Lang’s avoidance of detailed proposals 
made it difficult for much of the thinking of Weston and his supporters to be included in the final 
document; however, their support was demonstrated when Weston, Woods and Linton Smith 
published their ‘Interpretation of the mind of the Lambeth Conference of 1920’, an exposition of how 
a scheme of reunion might proceed.692 
The version of the Appeal laid before Conference on 30th July was largely based on D5, despite 
Lang’s further revision.693 D6, a typescript, was produced after the Committee meeting on 22nd July, 
and the printers set the official conference text from it, D7. The galley was seen by a special meeting 
of the Committee on 28th July before it was circulated to the Conference membership: there is no 
difference between D6 and D7.694 D6 shows a few important changes: the most obvious is the addition 
of a somewhat grandiloquent preface. Lang says it was his work and added on his own authority. His 
notebooks contain extensive notes on the debates from which he could have developed his revisions 
but it seems that, in the final stages, the Appeal increasingly bears the stamp of his thinking rather 
than that of the Committee. 695 
Lang’s preface declares the call felt by the bishops ‘in Conference assembled’ to speak out in 
response to the prayers and concerns of so many. All who hold the faith are acknowledged to be 
members together of the one Church and the barriers between them are deplored. There is a tone of 
heartfelt appeal, as the title says, ‘to all Christian People’. The reference to the number of bishops 
attending might seem surprising but some felt it important. They wanted to assert that the Conference 
was widely representative, with a higher attendance figure than some of the ancient Councils – or 
even a contemporary Roman Catholic gathering. The warm acceptance of all baptised in the name of 
the Trinity as fellow Christians was an importantly inclusive statement, well received by other 
traditions. Finally, the preface declares that the search for reunion was a vocation inspired by the Holy 
Spirit and fired by a vision of a future visibly united Church. 
A much enlarged (2) presents the claim to fellowship of heritage with the other episcopal communion 
that was previously at the beginning of (7).  Previously it had a slightly plaintive appearance as a plea 
for acceptance by Rome and Constantinople but here is expressed as being part of a network of 
relationships. Anglicans relate to Roman Catholics and the Orthodox through common ties of heritage 
but also with the Reformation Churches, who ‘[stand] for rich elements of truth, liberty and life’. (3) 
is enlarged with a blunt acknowledgement of the sinfulness of the historic divisions between the 
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Christian churches, an acknowledgement of shared guilt and a call to leave such things behind. Lang 
said in debate that the phrase ‘blindness to the sin of disunion’ was added at the request of ‘many 
bishops’, who wanted to give greater strength to the document.696 
(4) begins with a new assertion that the time has come to repair past damage and a statement that the 
failure to repair these failings means that the churches cannot present the gospel in its fullness and 
maturity. Then follows a reworded paragraph about each group retaining in its practice those things 
that have made it distinctive in the past and affirming the gifting that may arise from such diversity; 
Weston’s description of ‘groups’ within Christendom survives. 
(6a) on the common faith, unexpectedly introduces the Apostles’ Creed, added to the Nicene as an 
appropriate baptismal affirmation; it is not clear what caused this late addition. It is not a feature of 
the Quadrilateral and presents a difficulty for the East, where it has no acknowledged status, being 
seen only as a local baptismal statement. The appearance of the Apostles’ Creed at this late stage in 
the process cannot be explained from the archive sources, it seems puzzling and, in the long run, 
somewhat unhelpful. 
The opening tone of (7) also seems a little surprising, continuing from the unchanged (6c) on the 
question of a ministry acknowledged by the whole Christian community both the inward call of 
Christ, a new phrase, but also the authority of the whole body it says: 
 May we not reasonably claim that the Episcopate is the one means of providing such a 
 [common] ministry? 
Episcopacy, it is asserted, is shown by history and ‘present experience’ to be the best instrument of 
unity and is likely to prove so also in the future, arguments that Free Churchmen found noticeably 
unconvincing.  
Finally, the simple statement that ‘This Appeal do we make to all who love our Lord Jesus Christ in 
sincerity’ is replaced by a very much longer paragraph that begins by placing the appeal for unity first 
and foremost before Anglicans. The appeal is extended to whichever other Christians may also see the 
text and calls on all to unite in a shared endeavour to recover the visible unity of the Church without 
any one communion being absorbed by another. 
In some respects it is unfortunate that each successive document is longer than its predecessors, 
perhaps a degree of simplicity was lost by the growth of the text in a process not unlike that which we 
observed in the gradual expansion of the Quadrilateral. However, it is the text of D6 that was 
presented for plenary debate and subsequently presented to the world for examination and debate.  
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A few folios in *LC141 tell the story of the final stages. *LC141:10 is a printer’s galley of D6 as 
presented to the Conference. The following folio, D7, is a second galley with the same text but 
erroneously including R1920/10 at the end without a break.697 That error aside, the two galleys are 
identical. D8 is the final pull from Clays, the printers, marked to be released for publication on 
Thursday 12th August.698 The statement of the number of bishops has been removed, not least because 
in the end the Appeal was not quite unanimously made.699 D8 is, then, the text is published in the 
Conference Report. 700  
 
b. Analysis 
The substantive text of the Appeal offered both a challenge and a methodology. The churches were 
challenged to accept the sinfulness of division and to strive for reunion. The remedial methodology 
proposed mutual acceptance by the Christian traditions and an openness to accepting one another’s 
gifts. The Anglican gift was the proposal that the episcopate should be the focus of unified ministry 
and that the Anglican episcopate, in particular, offered itself to others as the means of attaining 
unification of order. The methodology was essentially that which was adopted in South India. 
Subsequent events showed its practicality as a response to the separation of the denominations, even 
though it led to a temporary degree of impaired communion. The transitional nature of the 
arrangement allowed the traditions to tolerate arrangements that were not normally acceptable 
knowing that they would be corrected with the passage of time. So, former Anglicans accepted the 
presence of ministers without episcopal ordination knowing that all future ordinations would be 
episcopal.  In due course, such issues were resolved and the Church of South India (CSI) is now in 
communion with ecclesial bodies that have no direct communion with one another, save through their 
shared relationship with CSI. In this way, CSI seems to have begun to pass beyond the 
denominational phase of Christian presence in India into some new mode of existence. Interviewed in 
2012 by the author, a minister of the CSI said that the most difficult part of coming to live and work 
in England was learning to be denominational.701 
Examination of the Appeal text shows that, however well-meaning it was, in places it caused 
difficulties for potential ecumenical partners in a way that now seems predictable. In Chapter Nine we 
shall see how they became highly problematic for the Free Church side in the subsequent Joint 
Conference. The failure of those meetings to reach a lasting resolution to the problem of church 
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disunity takes on a sense of inevitability. Six issues, in particular present themselves as areas of 
tension between Anglicans and others, as discussed below. 
1) The Episcopate as a focus of unity 
Appeal paragraph (7) begins ‘May we not reasonably claim that the Episcopate is the one means of 
providing a [united] ministry?’ Those of Presbyterian or Congregational ecclesiology might, just as 
reasonably, answer, ‘no’ – as indeed they did in the subsequent discussions. Para. (7) urges that 
history and experience show Episcopacy to be the best instrument of unity ‘and [it] is likely to prove 
so also in the future’, an argument that others found noticeably unconvincing. The presentation of the 
argument in this way seems to have reinforced the Free Church perception of the lack of balance in 
the document’s approach; it quickly became apparent that any future united communion could only 
retain its integrity by maintaining important elements of presbyterian and congregational polity 
alongside episcopal elements, so as to fully receive the gifts of all. 
2) The nature of episcopal leadership or rule 
An important early task for the future was to develop clarity about the nature of episcopal rule. This 
was far more problematic for Free Church members in the UK than elsewhere. The development of 
the Anglican Communion in the second half of the nineteenth century has seen the leadership of the 
episcopacy exercised through the model of the ‘bishop-in-synod’. The English Free Churches had no 
direct experience of such a pattern in operation and retained deep concerns, suspicions even, about the 
kind of bishops they might be agreeing to incorporate into their systems. The suspicions were rooted 
in their past experience of authoritarian models of diocesan episcopacy, often referred to as ‘prelacy’, 
and the constitutional inequality of the Anglican leadership being directly represented in Parliament. 
The changes made by the 1920 Enabling Act, beginning the introduction of a constitutional 
episcopacy, had not been in place long enough for their full significance to be appreciated. The Free 
Church representatives can hardly be criticised for working to inherited models. 
3) The questions around mutual recognition of ministerial status 
At the time, the question of mutual recognition seemed unbreakably tied to proposals for so-called 
‘re-ordination’ with an unbridgeable difference of view between Anglicans and others. Some 
Anglicans clearly believed that there was some defect in the ministerial character of the Free Church 
ministers but the reverse was not true. So, the central questions of what each would need to receive 
from the other are asymmetric: imposition of episcopal hands on long-standing ministers of another 
tradition seems little more than humiliation whereas imposition of Congregationalist hands on the 
Archbishop of Canterbury seems redundant, not least to the Congregationalist. If Presbyterian and 
Congregational ministers were clearly ministers of the gospel, as the Appeal asserts, episcopal 
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ordination adds nothing but Anglican approval – at the cost of Free Church ministers surrendering an 
important principle of their own self-understanding. The Free Church ministries could not be any 
further acknowledged by the Lambeth fathers without their giving way on the key principle of 
episcopal ordination – and if that were done, what would remain of Anglican distinctiveness? 
4) The status of Scripture  
Anglicans regularly describe their tradition as governed by ‘Scripture, Tradition and Reason’.702 The 
Free Evangelical denominations held a degree of scepticism about the way in which Anglican 
commitment to Scripture would work out in reality. Such scepticism was rooted in events already 
noted, the publication of Essays and Reviews and Lux Mundi – as well as court decisions giving far 
more latitude of belief than was always felt appropriate by Evangelicals.  While some of the Free 
Church leaders would appreciate that such latitude of belief would ensure that their own views could 
be accommodated, others would be concerned about the kind of theology that might be abroad in a 
future united church. A modern Evangelical Anglican writer asserts that ‘Evangelicals have always 
struggled within this denomination’ and his view would be comprehended, endorsed even by those 
viewing the tradition from without in 1920.703 
5) The use of the Creeds 
The question of the use of the historic creeds became a significant problem in the later discussion, 
particularly for Congregationalists who felt that the use of creeds in worship seemed somehow to 
undermine their belief in continuing revelation by the Holy Spirit. They seem to have believed that 
being tied to ancient forms of words, however well they might reflect normative Christianity tied 
them to a past iteration of the faith that should not be privileged over their present experience.  The 
late appearance of a reference to the Apostles’ Creed in process cannot be explained from the archive 
sources, it seems puzzling and, in the long run, somewhat unhelpful. The Apostles’ Creed had not 
been considered previously in the debates, is not a feature of the Quadrilateral and presents a 
difficulty in terms of relations with the East, where it has no acknowledged status, being seen only as 
a local baptismal statement. Perhaps its use at Morning and Evening Prayer had given it a 
disproportionate significance to some bishops who might have seen it as too important an element of 
practice to be omitted. Frequency of use had given the Apostles Creed undue prominence in their 
thinking but, by the final version of the Appeal, the Nicene Creed alone was referenced. 
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6) The growth of Ritualism 
Some contemporary commentators were deeply suspicious that the intentions of the bishops were less 
than honourable, that in some undefined way they were seeking the increase of ritualism in the 
Anglican Communion. Anglo-Catholics were seen as disloyal to the Reformation principles that were 
honoured by evangelical Christians. Anglo-Catholics said and did things that were intolerably close to 
Roman Catholic practice, Free Church members would not want to share a church with such people. 
For example, the Revd Archibald Fleming, wrote to The Times raising the spectre of Popery at work 
in the Church of England and showing that the old suspicions remained: 
 Are we not haunted by a dread – an anxious and reasonable dread – that the great 
 Church whose destinies we are invited to share is being mastered by its tail, a tail which is 
 semaphoring to Rome.704 
Broadly speaking the Evangelical Free Church leadership seem not to have been too subject to such 
fears but they would have to carry with them memberships to whom such fears of ‘popery’ were still 
very real. 
From this discussion it follows that the argument must now address the reaction outside the Anglican 
tradition to the Appeal of the Bishops, and so we move to consider the subsequent events as other 
Christian traditions considered and then responded to the unprecedented invitation that had been laid 
before them. 
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c. Conclusion 
The 1920 Lambeth Appeal to All Christian People went through a lengthy process of development. 
The text evolved from being a statement of Anglican understandings on certain key questions about 
the identity of the Church into a heartfelt plea for all Christian traditions to share a common journey 
of exploration. An active search for visible unity would take away the reproach from a community 
that longed to show humanity a way of living in fellowship that would overcome the dreadful heritage 
of conflict represented by memories of the Great War. In the process of understanding one another 
better Christians would be enabled to share with each other the gifts of God that were held in each 
tradition as if their own but actually intended for all of God’s people. 
Important impetus was given to the writing of the Appeal by the prior work of Weston of Zanzibar, 
arising from his missionary experience, and the presence at the Conference of Azariah of Dornakal  - 
a key figure in the move to begin negotiations for Christian reunion in South India. As the process 
continued, Abp. Lang of York took greater and greater responsibility for the management of the 
document, ultimately contributing important sections that were entirely his own work. A significant 
feature of his work was his belief that the Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral had outlived its usefulness. 
Contemporary commentators ascribed much of the approval with which the Appeal was met as due to 
Lang’s work.  
Surprisingly, no full account of the development of the Appeal text appears in the literature. This is 
partly due to the inchoate nature of the archive owing to the speed at which the work was conducted 
but also to past issues about access to the archive. Careful examination of the archival documents has 
enabled a reconstruction of the process which illustrates the emerging consensus within the committee 
that a new approach was needed. Eight major textual sources are set beside each other in this chapter 
in order to analyse the developing theological themes under discussion as the writing progressed to its 
conclusion.  
The bishops were enthused by their work and their appeal was initially well received; however, their 
exploration of Anglican concerns around reunion served to highlight six areas of disagreement 
between Anglicans and, particularly, the English Free Churches. This was unfortunate as those same 
churches were the ones that appeared to be the most likely partners in future ecumenical discussions. 
The problematic areas seem to be somewhat obvious and the ultimate of the failure of the Appeal to 
have immediate effect inevitable.  
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Nine: Subsequent actions and reactions 
The discussions between the Church of England and the Evangelical Free Churches, 1920-25, show 
that the changes brought about by the Church of England Assembly (Powers) Act 1919 had not been 
fully appreciated or understood by the Free Churches. This chapter will examine the immediate 
reaction of the Evangelical Free Churches to the Lambeth Conference Report. The most important 
ecumenical outcomes of Lambeth 6 included: 
1. The presence of English Anglican bishops at a Swedish Lutheran episcopal ordination in 
November 1920 restoring communion between the Churches of England and Sweden;705 
2. The impetus given to the South Indian negotiations by the Anglicans having a clear context in 
which to debate and a mandate from the Communion to proceed on the basis of the Appeal; 
3. The impetus given to the Church of England and Free Evangelical Churches Joint 
Conference, the longest gathering of English reformation traditions since the Savoy 
Conference in 1661. 
Bulky folders of reports from around the world detail the flurry of ecumenical activity in the 
following year or two. The documents detail a wide-spread sense that major statement had been made 
by the Conference, to which many Christians felt able to respond. Bell wrote to the metropolitan 
bishops asking what impact the Appeal had made in their countries: some 410 folios of responses lie 
in the archives.706 The Indian bishops replied with a copy of the Report of the South India United 
Church/Five Southern Anglican Dioceses Joint Body that eventually led to the scheme of reunion.707 
In August 1920, Davidson received a somewhat barbed letter from Shakespeare, Secretary of the 
Baptist Union, foreshadowing the theological difficulties that would face Anglicans as they sought to 
entice their Free Church brethren to engage with the Appeal: 
  Surely it would be as wrong for us to doubt or deny the presence and guidance of the Spirit 
 of God in the outcome of the Conference as it would be to deny that the blessing of God 
 attends a Free Church ministry.708 
The chapter analyses the Joint Conferences between Anglicans and the ‘home Free Churches’.709 The 
Joint Conferences provide data and commentary on the continuing process that English Anglicans 
undertook following Lambeth 6, enabling the churches to proceed with a degree of confidence into 
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later ecumenical developments in England. Both sides went into the discussions with good will but 
were ultimately unable to movement towards ‘home reunion’.  
The discussions achieved two important things: 
a. they addressed the problem identified by Selbie in 1923: 710  
‘they have gone as far as they could for the present but that there [is] still an awful lot to be 
learned of each other, on our side there is grievous ignorance about the Anglican Church – 
there is even worse ignorance about us on the Anglican side’.711 
b. the debates enabled English Anglicans to hone their self-understanding; the chief effect of the 
Appeal was not to bring churches together but to change the way that Anglicans thought about 
themselves. 
We shall examine the documents produced by the Joint Conference and therefore be chiefly 
concerned with the English churches of the Reformation. However, it is important to remember that 
there were responses to the Appeal in other parts of the world and from other Christian traditions. The 
press response was muted, perhaps because of the very limited information Bell supplied in his press 
releases, but was broadly positive.712 The denominational papers were more attentive, apart from the 
Catholic Times, with warm responses from the three Methodist newspapers.713 
Copies of the Appeal were sent to other church leaders, including Bourne, Roman Catholic 
Archbishop of Westminster, with a second copy intended for Rome itself.714 The Eastern Churches 
responded positively but in the context of the post-war political situation: British troops were 
occupying former Ottoman territories and the Orthodox authorities were dependent on Allied good 
will for their safety and survival. Bp. Dorothea of Istanbul responded warmly with prayers that, ‘the 
Lord might strengthen and prosper all efforts for harmony and union between the Christian 
Churches’.715 Encouraging responses were received from the Catholicos of All the Armenians and the 
Catholicos Patriarch of Georgia.716 
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English bishops reported that informal meetings had sprung up among Christians anxious to explore 
the proposals and the issues that divided them.717 In 1921 Bell enquired whether the English Diocesan 
Conferences had discussed the Report.718 York was highly supportive (the letter is signed by Lang)719 
Worcester720 and Coventry721 both reported a ‘drawing together’ but Ipswich were not having a 
Conference that year.722 London supplied an article from its Diocesan Magazine that said ‘the fact that 
the non-conformist leaders have for the present practically turned down the Appeal is not a reason to 
give up’.723  
Henson’s response reflecting his discomfort over the whole enterprise: 
 Dear Bell,  
 I have to say that ‘The Appeal to all Christian People’ had not been brought before the 
 Durham Diocesan Conference; and that as far as I am able form an opinion on the matter, it 
 is never likely to be.  
 Yours Ever, Herbert Dunelm.724  
Later in the year, Davidson wrote to the Anglican metropolitans reviewing progress: 
 It seems to me quite clear that in almost every part of the world where the Anglican 
 Communion is to be found ... a new spirit of fellowship , a new readiness for co-operation 
 and understanding have been revealed during these eventful years.725  
 
a. The Joint Conference 
This section will describe how the Joint Conference began, examine in detail the contents of the First 
Report and note the Working Papers written towards the end of the Joint Conference’s life. During the 
early Autumn formal responses from the denominations began to arrive at Lambeth. The Revd George 
Armitage, General Secretary of the Primitive Methodist Conference wrote,  
With profound gratitude to Almighty God, welcoming the cordiality of the manifestly sincere 
Appeal hoping that the British Churches may gather in prayer and consideration.726  
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The Council of Evangelical Churches in Wales ‘rejoiced exceedingly’.727 The Chairman of the United 
Methodist Conference was ‘profoundly impressed by the Spirit of the Address’.728  
1. Preliminary Contacts between Davidson and the Free Church leadership. 
Davidson’s immediate focus was on the Free Churches. An early step was for Bell to arrange for a 
private meeting to be held at Lambeth with the Wesleyan Methodist Dr. Scott Lidgett.729 Lidgett was 
an early positive responder to the Appeal publishing a supportive article in The Contemporary 
Journal. 730 Davidson felt he could turn to Lidgett for help in identifying sympathetic Free Church 
leaders with whom a discussion might develop. Lidgett’s article declares him a supporter of the 
process; he applauds the way that the Appeal looks beyond the details of reunion to the high ideal of 
the church being Christ’s own creation. The idea had clearly seized their minds – and those following 
it up would not indulge in an academic discussion or allow themselves to become trapped by details. 
He maintains that the Appeal was not merely an invitation to others to become Anglican themselves, 
much as their heritage is valued by Anglicans, but rather sought to find the commonality of a church 
that is Christ’s but is also currently broken. The change in direction on the part of the Anglicans 
meant, in his view, that ‘it [was] the greatest event since the Reformation’. Bell’s notes of the 
eventual meeting record Lidgett as saying that the Wesleyans and Baptists were ‘warm’ to the 
bishops’ approach but that the Presbyterians and Congregationalists ‘were the most difficult’.731  
Subsequently, a meeting was held at Lambeth on 28th October with Free Church leaders chosen with 
Lidgett’s help. The aim of the meeting was that Davidson could ‘seek informal counsel’ on how to set 
up a process, hardly a situation the dissenters could have previously imagined. Shakespeare, the 
Congregationalist secretary of the Federal Council of Evangelical Free Churches (FCEFC), led those 
who were unable to see the Appeal as other than a definite programme, rather than an invitation to 
explore. Even so, he agreed to add a note to the Agenda for the next FCEFC to say that the two 
archbishops would be available at Lambeth after the end of the meeting and hoped that the Council 
members would join them.732 The very cautious approach adopted led to an FCEFC resolution that 
representatives would be appointed to a Joint Conference. The wording of the resolution was checked 
privately with Davidson to ensure that it would not cause any difficulties for the Anglican side.733 The 
FCEFC statement welcomed the change in Anglican attitude towards ‘dissent’ but also said that 
Anglicans themselves needed to hear the Appeal. There would need to be frank and fearless speaking 
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about the areas of difficulty identified by the FCEFC at the outset and which remained problematic 
throughout the discussions.734 
2. The Joint Conference 
Bell and the Revd W.L. Robertson, a Presbyterian, co-secretaries to the Joint Conference, published a 
helpful account in 1925.735 Twenty-nine Free Church representatives, in approximate proportion to 
their churches’ memberships and including a Moravian bishop, met twelve Anglican bishops, 
including Davidson and Lang.736 The Anglican representatives appointed were amongst the most able 
and the most ecumenically committed of the bishops.737 The FCEFC acted as the board of reference 
for their side but there is no record in the Journal of the Bishops’ Meeting of the Anglican 
representatives having any kind of formal standing. Davidson merely reported that the meetings were 
taking place and that he and Lang were being assisted by ‘certain bishops’, presumably chosen by the 
primates on their own authority. 738 A pattern quickly emerged by which the greater part of the work 
was remitted to a working party that also acted as a standing committee. Papers would be produced or 
commissioned by the working party, considered by the Joint Conference and then remitted to the 
denominations. 
From the outset the Free Church side was anxious to emphasise their good faith and pleasure that such 
discussions had become possible at all. The FCEFC response to the Appeal said, for example: 
 We are humbly grateful for the place that which recovery of the visible unity of the Church 
 of Christ has in the minds of so many Christian people ... [the FCEFC] recognises and 
 reciprocates the brotherly and eirenical spirit of the Appeal; welcomes many things that may 
 be the beginning of new and happier relationships ... but there are fundamental provisions 
 that do not command its assent ... is willing to discuss [them] to [avoid] misapprehension ... 
 welcomes everything that would further religious intercourse ... especially desires that 
 those who belong to the Lord should gather at his table. We call on all the faithful to give 
 prayerful consideration to all these matters.739 
Before the main sessions began the Free Church members met and produced an initial document 
stating that: 
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These proposals can not only be met with respect but also with earnest and cordial welcome. 
This is not a matter only between the Churches but [because of the sin of disunity] also 
between all Churches and their Lord.740 
They understood that the Appeal was meant to secure a way towards the reunion of the whole of 
Christendom. The desired outcome was unity, not uniformity; the diverse worship and polity of the 
churches would need to be brought together under one Faith and Order without loss of character. They 
welcomed the bishops’ abandonment of preconditions in the name of the common endeavour which 
offered the recognition of each other’s conscientious views. Such a course would need ‘a spirit of 
brotherhood between the churches’, the possibility of which they believed had been raised by ‘the 
whole tone of the Lambeth Appeal’; they would have to extend that spirit into acceptance of the 
principles for which each community stood.741 
Their carefully worded statement identifies three areas crucial to their own self-understanding: 
1. Their recognition as Churches: they ask two things of the Anglicans, that they be recognized 
as true churches and also as churches in networks of relationships beyond England. Although 
they be relatively small to the Church of England, their wider fellowship was greater than the 
Anglican Communion – they could not be asked to become separate from their sister 
congregational or presbyterian churches in order to achieve a ‘smaller fellowship’ with an 
episcopal one; 
2. Episcopal Ordination: no demand for episcopal ordination could be imposed on those already 
in ministry, this would deny the reality of their present ministries particularly as the Scriptural 
sources themselves do not prescribe any one polity for the Christian community; 
3. Spiritual Freedoms: this relates to two considerations; first, the expected difficulty over the 
historic creeds and the uses to which they might be put as the churches need to keep their 
‘minds free to learn of the Holy Spirit’. Second, the Free Church refusal to accept that the 
civil power can or should have any authority in the spiritual realm. 
In September 1921 the FCEFC endorsed the preliminary work that had been done but sounded an 
important warning about its future. The questions that had been raised, ‘must be cleared up so that 
there is mutual understanding of the issues. But words of unity must be accompanied by acts of unity, 
e.g. acts of intercommunion, interchange of pulpits and forms of concerted spiritual action’.742 
Lambeth 6 had indeed agreed that, in limited circumstances, such acts of unity might take place. 
R1920/12 provides that a bishop might give occasional permission for ministers of other churches to 
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preach or their people to receive Holy Communion in Anglican churches provided that there was a 
genuine ‘seeking towards an ideal of union such as is described in our Appeal’. The difference of 
opinion was about the sequence of such events; where the Free Church view was that acts of sharing 
were part of a search for unity, Anglicans saw them as the consequence of agreement having been 
achieved.743 In short, this might be expressed as saying that one side regarded the Communion as food 
for the journey and the other regarded it as the reward for arriving at the destination.  
3: The 1922 ‘First Joint Report’ 
Over the following months the problematic areas were explored in considerable detail and by May 
1922 an agreed report was presented to the sponsoring bodies covering three subjects:  
1. The Nature of the Church;  
2. The Ministry; 
3. The Place of the Creed in a United Church. 
Ten or so agreed propositions are set out in each area showing a high level of theological 
convergence.744 
1. The Nature of the Church: the Church is dependent on the will of God. As God is One, there can 
only be one true Church that presents the life of Christ, ‘its constitutive principle’, to the world 
through the activity of the Holy Spirit. All the redeemed are members of the Church, whether visible 
or invisible, and the two aspects of the Church are one because the life of the Godhead is one. The 
visible Church was instituted by Christ to be a fellowship and both his witness and his instrument in 
the spread of his kingdom on earth. The visible church has at least four characteristics including: 
a. The profession of faith in God as revealed in Christ; 
b. The observance of the two Dominical Sacraments; 
c. The ideal of the Christian life protected by a common discipline; 
d. A ministry that preaches the Word, administers the sacraments and maintains the unity and 
continuity of the Church’s witness and work. 
These clauses are not those of the Quadrilateral but they are not far distant, essentially dealing with 
the same issues of shared belief and practice held by the Christian churches, even in their diversity. 
There is no explicit reference to the Scriptures but that is dealt in 3(2), among the credal clauses, and 
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episcopacy is addressed in 8(3); we may say that the Quadrilateral is present but in a different way, 
consonant with Lang’s expressed wish for its reformulation. Strong of Ripon also argued forcefully in 
the Anglican group meetings that the ‘old Anglican language’ no longer met their situation.745 
Baptism is affirmed as the visible sign of admission to the Church, as an ordinance of Christ and his 
apostles, 1(8), but there is no further reference to the Holy Communion. This omission is puzzling 
given the heated debates that there had been within English Anglicanism as to the nature of the 
Eucharist and the manner in which it should be celebrated. The ritual disputes had been followed with 
close attention and considerable misgiving by Free Church theologians throughout their course and 
had raised in the minds of those observers serious questions about the nature of the community to 
which they were being asked to draw close. 
The two final clauses are far more detailed as they come to deal with the relationships between the 
Church and the local churches, the expression ‘catholic’ is not used. Local churches are the local 
embodiment of the greater body. Where denominational churches are found in competition and 
disagreement with each other there is a serious ecclesiological issue. Even if there were a degree of 
justification for their mutual alienation, their existence does not incarnate the theological unity of the 
Church and cannot be said to be, ‘in accordance with the mind of Christ’.746 Although these 
denominational churches bear some of the likeness of the One Church, they none of them can be 
considered as giving adequate expression to the mind and purpose of He whose life binds the One 
Church together. The degree of dissimilarity may be varied, ‘some indeed may be so defective that 
they cannot rightly be judged to be parts of that Church’. However, a human judgement may only be 
reached in so far as regards ‘the sphere of the visible church’, the ultimate judgement lies in the mercy 
of God. Humanity may not presume to make a judgement about the nature of the sphere of the 
invisible and true Church. None of the faith communities engaging together is an adequate or 
complete presentation of the reality of the Church, fundamentally because their disunion prevents 
them from being so. The denominational churches are subject to a theological imperative to seek 
reunion so that they might begin to reflect the unity that is the mark of the true and obedient Church.  
2. The Ministry: the Free Church representatives argued that it was necessary get the theology of the 
Church right as everything else follows from it. The deeply divisive issue of ministry is, thus, a 
secondary matter. However, the data shows that this logic had not necessarily been followed by 
Anglicans; issues around ordination had been at the forefront of previous debates. The Joint Report is, 
therefore, an important corrective to the impression that somehow ministerial theology was the only 
thing with which the bishops were concerned. 
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The Joint Report affirms the integral nature of ministry to the Church; it exercises ‘powers and 
functions’ that inherently belong to the whole Church, not to any one part or person. Particular 
ministers have no more claim to ministerial authority than any others. The ministerial authority of the 
Church does not belong to any particular denomination – it is the common heritage of all. Ways of 
ministering may be various without their validity being questioned. The means of entry into public 
ministry is ordination. No-one can take ministry upon themselves of their own volition; there must be 
evidence of both inner call and also recognition of that call by the Church itself, which will signify its 
recognition by a commissioning including prayer and the imposition of hands. When those conditions 
are met the Church has the assurance that the new minister will be graced with all that is needful to 
participate in ministry. 
Over time the traditions have diverged in their ministerial practice, uniting traditions would have to 
have mutual reassurance about their future ministry. All ministers would have to be accepted as 
ministers by all and from the time of union that acceptance would be signified by all new ministers 
being episcopally ordained. The Free Church representatives were content to agree, 2(8), that for 
many Christians, episcopal ordination is the ‘means whereby this authority of the whole body is 
given, we agree that it ought to be accepted as such for the United Church of the future’.747 This is a 
major concession but it causes consequential difficulty, as Davidson it ‘the real difficulty is getting 
over the semi-episcopal period through which a uniting church would have to pass.’748 
The eventual South Indian scheme simply left it to the passage of time to resolve the problem. The 
unfortunate consequence of this was that, whereas the former Presbyterian members of the CSI were 
still in full communion with the global family of Presbyterian churches, former Anglicans found 
themselves in a state of impaired communion with some parts of the Anglican Communion until the 
last of the presbyterally ordained ministers had ceased to be active. 
Clause 2(9) makes a balanced commitment that a future church would have to preserve elements of 
presbyterian and congregational polity alongside the episcopal – and that all three would have to be 
bound together within a constitutional framework. Clause (10) says that no particular theoretical 
understanding of the origin or character of episcopacy is implied by the agreement but also that no-
one should call into question the spiritual value of any ministries that have been exercised in the 
uniting traditions. No suggestion of re-ordination would have been acceptable to the Free Church side, 
so the proposed method seems the most sensible approach, despite the ecclesiological difficulties that 
would necessarily arise. The agreement could be regarded as the triumph of real politik over 
ecclesiastical nicety but it is difficult to see how the catholic wing of the Church of England would 
have been able to engage with a united church based on such a scheme of union.  Several decades 
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would have to pass before proper order, as they would have understood it, might have been 
established throughout the new denomination and sufficient assurance about its ministry and 
sacraments have been established. 
3. The Place of the Creed: the heading of this section in the First Report is a little misleading. Most of 
the discussion refers to the ‘Creed commonly called Nicene’ (4) there is also reference to the Apostles 
Creed and there is no exclusion of other credal statements. Anglican Christians hold their heritage in 
high regard; the continuity it represents seems to them to validate their present faith and practice. The 
continued use of a Fourth Century formulation seems natural and proper: it is a statement of what the 
Church held true then and holds to be true now.  However, some Free Church people found the 
Nicene Creed to be problematic, and this was specially so of the Congregationalist representatives. It 
was not that they wished to repudiate any of the Nicene doctrines but that the use of the formulation in 
worship was a stumbling block. The believed that use of the creeds inhibited the ability of Christians 
to find new, culturally appropriate formulations under the continuing guidance of the Holy Spirit. 
A uniting church must have unity of faith grounded in the Scriptural witness, focused through the 
teaching of Jesus Christ. The Church is called on to confess its faith in Christ in a range of ways 
including during its worship. For that purpose the Nicene Creed would be ‘a sufficient statement’ but 
that the united church would have to reach an agreement on when and how to make use of the 
formulation. (6) makes clear that there would have to be tolerance of diversity in the use of the Creed 
and this is the prelude to (7)’s exposition of Free Church concerns that the Creed, while being 
‘sufficient’ was not ‘a complete expression of the Christian Faith’ and is also open to a reasonable 
level of interpretation: It is not clear who, if anyone, had been suggesting any different position. Some 
wanted to express their belief in the continuing, teaching presence of the Holy Spirit in the Church to 
guide and inspire ‘emphasising the duty of the Church to keep its mind free and ready to receive from 
Him in each day and generation ever-renewed guidance in the apprehension and expression of the 
truth’.749 
The present day successors of those Free Church representatives join themselves together by the use 
of Statements of Faith that are often far more binding and specific than the words of the Nicene Creed 
and, in the case of the United Reformed Church, many times longer.750 
The third section is primarily about the freedom of the church to believe as it wishes, free from 
interference, including interference by the state. Perhaps it is surprising, therefore, that this section 
does not include any reference to the role of the civil authority, given the position of the Church of 
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England as being ‘by law established’.751 We may infer that the Joint Conference felt that the 
establishment question would have to be left until other ecclesiological questions had been 
resolved.752 
4. Work from 1923 to 1925 
Although the major writing produced by the Conference was called the First Report, in the event there 
were no further substantial documents. A number of short papers were produced concerning 
problematic areas but no final report was agreed as the process lost momentum and a general feeling 
emerged that as much had been done as was possible.753 
Among the lesser papers, we should note the attempt to address the question of episcopal authority in 
the Memorandum on Representative and Constitutional Episcopate (July 1924). The authors, Frere 
and Garvie, returned to the Westonian concept of parallel jurisdictions, suggesting a way forward 
might be for the uniting denominations to present episcopal candidates to the two Anglican primates. 
As the candidates would never have been bishops before it would be an entirely new commission that 
was conferred in this way and therefore there might not be any question of ‘reordination’.754 The 
episcopal orders so conveyed would be transmitted to other ministers in ways to be agreed by each 
denomination individually. 
Looking back in 1923, Davidson wrote that he could not have imagined in 1920 the degree of 
progress that would be made by the Joint Conference. He described the method as to make progress 
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one step at a time; this might seem unduly cautious but ‘it is essential not to let the people of God 
think that the whole thing could be quickly and quietly settled’.755 
A paper from Frere summarised the progress from the Anglican point of view in three points,756 he 
believed that: 
a. ‘The Free Churches are bent on improvement’ and that ‘they have an increasingly churchly 
attitude’; 
b. ‘They have real discipline behind their machinery’; 
c. ‘They wanted to be able to go back to their people and affirm that the Anglican side has given 
up its old position that the Free Church people were ecclesial nobodies.’ 
By ‘improvement’ in (a) he means that the Free Churches were trying to adopt standpoints more 
acceptable to Anglicans; whether that would truly be seen as an improvement by those same Free 
Church people is somewhat debateable.  By (b) he means that the FCEFC representatives were in a 
position to deliver on an agreement with Anglicans, thereby reassuring the Anglican side that there 
would be a genuine convergence rather than only a toleration of difference. The contribution 
Anglicans were invited to make was to accept that their partners were indeed genuinely part of the 
same Church to which Anglicans belonged, sundered as they were and fractured as it is. 
The Joint Conference met for five years altogether absorbing a great deal of thought and energy but 
eventually the participants felt that it had run its course.757 At its September 1925 meeting, the FCEFC 
accepted the wish of the Free Church representatives to stand down. Their report was received with 
‘deep thankfulness for the work they had done and for the agreements that they had been able to 
reach’. The level of agreement of matters of faith meant that the member churches could work 
‘whenever possible’ with integrity alongside Anglicans on moral, social, religious and evangelical 
work. A high level of mutual recognition had been reached and, on the Anglican side, 
acknowledgement that Free Church ministry is evangelical, sacramental and not schismatic. They also 
acknowledge that the problems around ordination remained and were beyond resolution at that time 
but: 
The conversations have been much longer and far more conciliatory than any previous such 
with a closer fellowship and better mutual understanding ... the Spirit of God is manifestly 
bringing us together.758  
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b. Analysis 
The impact of the Appeal was to bring new vigour to the search for ‘home reunion’ and enable the 
churches to address Selbie’s assertion by achieving an improved level of mutual understanding. The 
discussions brought together the questions of identity and union in a productive and positive process. 
In order to consider union, each tradition had to be able to ask what where the components of its 
identity – the gifts it might offer to other traditions. However, for there to be a prospect of union it 
would not enough for Anglicans to bring to others, figuratively, a dish of good things from which 
others might be invited to eat. Those ingredients would have to be poured out into a new bowl, to 
which Methodist, Baptist and Presbyterian ingredients would also be added – producing a new 
mixture. The new mixture might, perhaps, need no other label but Christian and reveal the restored 
flavour of the undivided Church. Lidgett described the Appeal’s plea as being that people should ‘not 
merely … become Anglican’ but rather embrace the gifts of all the uniting traditions. The Joint 
Statement shows with great clarity the convergences of thinking between the two sides of the 
discussion. Although further Memoranda were produced by the Joint Conference these were in by 
way of further development of the principles already accepted. 
Although the Conference quickly identified the denominational divergences over worship and 
ministerial practice as problematic we might say that they are merely the presenting symptoms of the 
deeper question of the failure of the denominational churches to reach a shared understanding of the 
nature of the Church. The argument of the Joint Report was not about the particular understandings of 
Church that were forged in the Reformation period and became the heritage of the English reformed 
denominations. Instead it seeks to reach beyond them to the far deeper Scriptural and ecclesiological 
roots of the Church. The denominational churches are as they are because of the Reformation heritage 
so to try to reach back beyond that period implies the surrender of areas of their distinctiveness. They 
sought language and concepts for a new Church that could be inclusive rather than holding onto the 
denominational distinctivenesses. In the search for reunion they showed themselves ready to consider 
the possibility of gaining much by losing a little. 
From this problem we might deduce that the Appeal may have given insufficient consideration to the 
Church itself at a sufficient depth to satisfy its audience, the potential ecumenical partners.  As a result 
the Joint Report needs a somewhat lengthy discourse on the Church before it can proceed to the 
matters that might have been expected to be given most emphasis. What is clear is that the Church 
belongs to Christ and not to the denominations, the denominations are only pale reflections of the 
what the fullness of the Church might be like were all the gifts of Christ to the Church made available 
to all instead of held in partial, inadequate and compromised reflections of it. The basis for reunion 
must therefore be a clear ecclesiological understanding that will be the tool for resolving the lesser 
differences between the traditions on the means of ministry and the forms of belief statement. 
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The writers of the Appeal assumed that the primary difficulty for the Free Churches would be about 
questions of ministry and the episcopacy although the Joint Report makes it clear that this is not the 
case. Episcopacy is so central to Anglican ecclesiology that it was difficult for the bishops to 
appreciate the difficulties it raises for Congregational and Presbyterian traditions. The image of 
ministry in the New Testament is pluriform; the reformed traditions saw no reason to privilege the 
case for episcopacy over other possible models. As a gesture of reconciliation they were prepared to 
accept that a coming church would have bishops but the progress of the debate enabled a deeper 
question to be asked – what kind of bishops would a uniting church need? Those bishops would have 
to operate in a context that also honoured the congregational and presbyterian heritages of the uniting 
church. In 1920 the Free Church leaders found it difficult to believe that bishops as known to 
Anglicans could operate in such a context. A century later the situation is different both among 
English Anglicans but especially so in the united and uniting churches that have arisen. This issue will 
be further discussed in Chapter Ten. Clearly, it would have been better if the bishops had handled the 
question of Free Church ministerial status more carefully in the Appeal. The omission of any 
reference to a rite that could have been understood in any sense as reordination would have 
strengthened the ability of the Appeal to draw the Free Churches into constructive dialogue. 
The Lambeth fathers seem genuinely to have wanted to innovate in order to reunite but perhaps did 
not appreciate the degree of alienation between themselves and the Free Churches. The initial 
responses of the Free Churches might best be described as warm but wary and we might ask whether 
they had heard what the bishops were saying. Their reactions seem to suggest that what they heard 
was the Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral being represented and not a new approach, otherwise it is 
difficult to understand their language about the Appeal being a complete programme. The Enabling 
Act had only been in force for six months at the time of the Lambeth Conference and it may well be 
that neither the Free Churches – nor indeed some Anglicans – had appreciated the changes in the life 
of the Church of England that would follow from it. 
What seems remarkable is the level of agreement about the nature of the Church. Both sides of the 
Joint Conference gave high status to Scripture. Indeed, the Free Churches sought to draw the material 
for their ecclesiological reflections solely from their inherited understanding of Scripture. Anglicans 
had other resources upon which they wished to draw, with their historic commitments to the 
deployment of tradition and reason in their theologisation. Even so, the participants were able to reach 
a high level of mutual recognition. As we have seen, both sides now felt that they would be able in the 
future to co-operate in social and missional actions. In the long term that recognition has proved to be 
the greatest achievement of the Joint Conferences. The acceptance that the denominational churches, 
despite their distinctivenesses, have sufficient commonality to co-operate lies at the root of shared 
endeavour by the English churches within English society. Instead of denominational humanitarian 
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aid societies there is Christian Aid.759 Likewise, there is a straight line from the Joint Report to the 
deployment of Street Pastors in English urban areas.760 
 
c. Conclusion 
The Appeal and consequent discussions can be characterised as bringing new vigour to the questions 
around home reunion enabling the churches to gain an improved level of mutual understanding 
Abroad, the Appeal encouraged reconciliation between the Churches of England and Sweden and 
eased the way to union in South India. This chapter is focused on home reunion because of the 
availability of data and the way that data shows the sundered churches learning from each other. In 
the process of seeking unity, Anglicans were able to clarify their understanding of their own identity 
as distinct from other English Christian traditions.  
In this argument, identity and unity become parallel notions as the possibility of unity resides in the 
ability of the denominational churches to find sufficient commonality of identity that they can 
recognise one another. The elements of shared identity that they are able to affirm in one another are 
reflections of the greater theological identity of the One Church of which they are broken fragments. 
The Congregationalist Selbie identified the mutual lack of knowledge and understanding as the 
element that most held the churches apart. The Joint Conference established by Davidson and the 
FCEFC was intended to address that ignorance as well as delineating the areas of commonality and 
divergence. 
The divergences in practice, especially relating to ministerial order, appear to be the issues to be 
resolved but in reality are merely symptoms of a deeper failure. They represent a lack of resolution 
concerning the question of what the Church is. If it is described as being Christ’s Church, rather than 
the possession of the denominations, then there is an ontological unity that arises from Christ’s prayer 
that the Church should be One. To denominationalise the Church into churches, itself a contradictory 
expression, is to commit the sins of disunity and deafness to the wishes of Christ.  The parties to the 
Joint Conference were able to agree all this.  
Where they needed to undertake further detailed work was in the reconciliation of their divergent 
experiences of communal practice. A coming unified church would have to incorporate a range of 
                                                   
759
 Christian Aid was founded by church leaders in the aftermath of the Second World War and operates as a 
department of Churches Together in Britain and Ireland; 
http://www.christianaid.org.uk/aboutus/who/history/index.aspx accessed 3rd February, 2015. 
760
 Street Pastors are volunteer members of churches trained in conflict resolution, pastoral skills and First Aid 
who operate to support communities particularly in relation to anti-social night-time behaviour that is often 
substance abuse related. The scheme is an initiative of the Ascension Trust. http://www.streetpastors.org/ 
accessed 3rd  February, 2015. 
181 
 
elements in its polity; it would need to just congregational and presbyterian as it might be episcopal. 
The bringing together of separated Christians with their separated gifts would lead to the emergence 
of a new way of being Church, one that could simply be called Christian. 
The Joint Conference took place in direct response to the Appeal and was the longest shared 
discussion between the English churches for many centuries. The outcome was a high level of 
ecclesiological agreement on the basis of which the participants were able to recognise each other as 
sharing in differing and varyingly imperfect ways the character of ‘Church’. As a consequence they 
were able to agree that there was no longer any reason why they should not co-operate with each other 
as often as possible on practical social projects. This was the most important outcome of the Joint 
Conference. Almost as important was that it established a foundation on which the churches could 
build as time passed, setting the scene for the high levels of ecumenical engagement to be observed by 
the end of the Twentieth Century in Britain and Ireland. 
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Section Four: evaluation 
 
 
 
 
Research Question: What is the present significance of the Appeal and the Lambeth 
Conference tradition for Anglican self-understanding? 
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Ten: The Church and the churches 
The first three sections of this thesis examined the milieu, writing and impact of the Appeal to All 
Christian People conducting a critical analysis of its theological framework and understandings. 
From this we concluded that the Appeal presents a style of theologisation that is eirenic, discursive 
and invitatory. The principles it elucidates are intended to help Christians come into ecclesiological 
dialogue with a view to making manifest the theological unity of the Church. This material is not 
being examined only for antiquarian interest; the argument of this thesis is that the Appeal is of value 
to Christians in the early Twenty-first Century because it speaks into the theological issues that beset 
the Anglican Communion. 
How can there be a Church and yet also churches?  
Is the notion that there is a Church any more than an ambition or something that churches aspire to 
be? It is axiomatic that the Church is a conditional body; it does not belong here because its members 
have no lasting home in this life but are in transition to a different ‘city’.761 The Church is, amongst 
other things, a body with an eschatological identity, an eschatological destination; its present iteration 
is impermanent. Chapter Ten is a case study asking a single question: can the Appeal elucidate the 
conundrum of the Church and the churches?  Stake writes that issues in Case Study are seldom ‘clean’ 
but intricately related to a range of contexts. We have given considerable attention to the contexts of 
the Appeal, the time has now come to examine whether it can promote our understanding of the 
theological question about how to understand the Church.762 
The Appeal presents a particular view of the Christian Church; because of its context, drawn from the 
particularity of a denominational church, we might say that it presents a narrow Anglican 
ecclesiology. The Appeal states that Anglican churches believe themselves to be part of the One, 
Holy, Catholic and Apostolic Church: that statement begins to lead towards a broader ecclesiology, 
one that might encompass other, or all, denominational churches, if it were to be sufficiently 
developed. The Appeal gives three particular leads to Anglicans who are seeking to explore their 
understanding of the Church and their relationship with the other churches:  
1. it says where Anglicans believe a search for unity might begin;  
2. it gives an assurance that Anglicans have a firm basis in their own tradition for ecumenical 
dialogue;  
3. it gives Anglicans permission and encouragement to engage with other traditions.  
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Together these amount to a kind of ethical imperative that makes ecumenical endeavour a proper and 
normal endeavour for Anglican Christians. Consequently, study of the Appeal may lead us towards a 
broad ecclesiology of the Church and away from the narrow ecclesiology of a denominational church. 
Within the case, ‘does the Appeal help us understand what a broad ecclesiology might be like’, there 
are issues. 763 We might ask:  
1. does the Appeal have significance as an exposition of Anglican ecclesiology;  
2. does it contribute to the progression in Christian understanding of the Church;  
3. does it have present value for Anglicans seeking reconciliation within and beyond their 
communion? 
The Introduction referenced difficulties arising from an under-theorisation of ecclesiology. We have 
also noted that Anglicans seem ill-disposed to the writing of systematic theologies but ecclesiology 
appears particularly neglected. 764 Nazir-Ali, for example, writing on the future of the Church omits a 
systematic exposition of the nature of the Church, only describing what it has been like and the 
models that help us describe how it now is, abstracted from Dulles’s work.765  
In order to explore the relationship between Church and the churches this chapter brings the Appeal 
into conversation with Dulles and with two other texts: 
1. The 2005 World Council of Churches convergence paper on The Nature and Mission of the 
Church (NMC), which sets out the shared thinking of member churches as well as the 
divergences;766 
2. the 2006 Cyprus Statement of a working party of Anglican and Orthodox theologians called 
The Church of the Triune God (CTG).767 
These two texts are relevant because they have twenty-first century provenance and because they 
represent systematic attempts at broad ecclesiology in which Anglicans have actively participated. 
Importantly, they represent attempts at the kind of shared theological exploration that are advocated 
by the Appeal and might be seen as part of its heritage. The Appeal, of course, is from an earlier time 
when the traditions had much to learn about each other.  NMC is a different kind of writing in which 
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diverse Christians are seeking common language that honours and expresses both their shared heritage 
and the differentiated theological understandings of the traditions. NMC represents a more confident 
stage but that confidence is based on the prior experience of growth in mutual understanding. 
The Appeal does not have the depth of thought and theological stature of the CTG, by comparison it 
seems lightweight, almost emotional in its urgency. Yet, for Anglicans, the Appeal lies at the roots of 
CTG’s deep reflection. Without the Appeal to enable and promote the process of theological 
engagement by Anglicans there would have been little motivation for theologians to work at this 
profound level. Such profundity is essential if there is to be the kind of doctrinal concurrence that, for 
the Orthodox, is the pre-requisite of full ecclesial reconciliation.768 The Appeal turns Anglicans in the 
direction of the deep theological reflection required in pursuit of the unity that is the vocation of the 
Church, called for in Christ’s high priestly prayer and claimed as a very mark of the Church by the 
Symbol of Nicaea. 769  
 
a) Seeking a broader Ecclesiology  
We shall examine the leading ideas of the Appeal, giving some commentary and exegesis, and then 
examine two other documents drawing appropriate comparisons between them. This will draw out the 
significance of the Appeal lying, as it does, so close to the source of the stream of ecumenical 
discourse that gave rise to the later documents, what we might call the developed fruits of the process 
that began early in the Twentieth Century. 
Christians gathered into congregations will have a notion of church. They will explain church on the 
basis of their experience, practice and reading of Scripture – and, perhaps inevitably, will regard their 
own expression of church as being exemplary. Travelling to worship a Christian will become aware 
that there are other groups gathering who also call themselves church and will also believe themselves 
to be exemplary. What is she to make of them? Perhaps she will conclude that some of those others 
are sufficiently like her own congregations for them to enter into relationship – others she may 
dismiss as being, somehow, inadequate expressions of church. She might be expressing a narrow 
understanding of ecclesiology, perhaps a denominational one, but certainly one that is referenced 
within her own ‘kind’ of Christian. However, once we realise that there are other ‘kinds’ of Christian 
we are challenged to understand where, between our ecclesial particularities, the generality might lie.  
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Another approach might be to explore Scriptural understandings of Church and the experience of 
Christians, seeking to draw conclusions about the nature of the Church from them: so arriving at a 
broader ecclesiology. The shared holding of Scripture, after all, being one of the markers of the 
Church, it is also serves as a tool of recognition between the Christian traditions. However, all 
Christians also begin from their own contexts and any outcomes are likely to be conditioned by them.  
Roman Catholics have been less neglectful of ecclesiology than some Christian traditions. Indeed, in 
the late twentieth century, those who engaged with ecclesiology found themselves faced with a single, 
somewhat dominant work, Models of the Church by the Jesuit Avery, Cardinal Dulles. Although he 
seeks to reach beyond his own heritage and the language of his church, the book is still very clearly of 
its Catholic milieu. Dulles’s careful analysis of the Church’s self-understanding has become the 
common coin of ecclesiological study. Building on the Second Vatican Council’s document Lumen 
Gentium,770 he makes four particularly helpful contributions to the field: 
1. He argues that the Church is best described through models; these give form to the thought of 
a particular age about the Church, models derived from the dominant ideology of the 
Church’s social context; 
2. His methodology has the virtue of being akin to Christ’s teaching method when Christ says 
‘the Kingdom of Heaven is like …’; models help us to draw general conclusions about the 
nature of the Church without being tied to denominational particularity and, this, is consonant 
with the Appeal’s approach; 
3. He proposes that some models are accessible to all and so ecumenically therapeutic, rather 
than additional irritants; all may discuss the Church as institution or mystical communion, 
sacrament, herald and servant – and, to some extent, be on neutral ground; 
4. His work allows of an important observation - that a distinction can made between the 
multiple ecclesiologies held by the denominational churches and his metanarratival 
description of the Church, what this thesis calls the narrow ecclesiologies of the traditions and 
the broad ecclesiology of the whole Church of God. 
Similarly, the Appeal seeks a broader ecclesiology that might be attractive to other Christian traditions 
so that they might be drawn back into a visible unity. The Appeal commands the present attention of 
theologians because it is also not tied to denominational particularity and is eirenical in its approach. 
At its heart, it is a call to Christians to return to the first principles of the Church with no denial of the 
working of the working of the Holy Spirit among the churches. Instead it calls on Christians to build 
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on their separated experiences by offering those experiences to one another so that the whole body of 
the Church might be strengthened.771 
The Appeal is a fundamental expression of Anglican self-understanding and also of the Anglican 
desire to reach out to other traditions. Present day Anglican ecumenical endeavour is rooted in and 
enabled by this century old document, which has had a profound effect on their contribution to the 
wider ecumenical narrative. Other churches were clearly surprised by the tone and intention of the 
document, which left them with no choice but to consider their own standpoint, however much or 
little they could concur. Not only did it provide a positive context for discussion in South India and 
between the English and Swedish churches but it also made clear the basis upon which Anglicans 
could participate in the discussions that led to the formation of the World Council of Churches.  
To summarise the discussion in Chapter Seven, the Appeal’s theological analysis is focused in four 
assertions: 
1. the Church should be united but is not; 
2. disunity means the Church’s witness is not credible;  
3. the Church must recover its unity of faith, worship and ministry; 
4. the episcopal ministry is the means and locus of unity. 
Disunity impairs the Church’s witness. Whichever model of the Church may affirm the identity of a 
particular tradition the actuality will be that they cannot fulfil the model. So, for example, if the 
Church is the Herald of the Kingdom – an attractive model for Barthian Protestants – the 
proclamation will be flawed, not because of a lack of zeal but because the reality of the churches does 
not match the aspiration to be the Church. Similarly, it is difficult to describe the Church as a mystical 
communion when Christians are, in practice, divided by their sacramental life, rather than united by it. 
However, an apparent failure to achieve the fullness of a model of the Church does not mean that any 
one church should cease to aspire to that model. Indeed, realisation of the significance of failure may 
well be the driver of ecumenical endeavour; hence the Appeal’s rootedness in the realisation that the 
unity of the Church is not revealed by the churches. The four assertions are supported by a sequence 
of ideas that develop an argument for ecumenical engagement between the churches.  
Chapter Seven shows that, as the argument developed, it becomes necessary for Anglicans to abandon 
some classic positions, such as adherence to the Quadrilateral. Alongside that willingness to take a 
new approach, they also made the remarkable statement that the fullness of the Church resides only 
partly within Anglican tradition – important elements of the Church’s life lie beyond Anglican 
boundaries; this implies that Anglicans cannot be fully Church without other Christians but also that 
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other Christians cannot be fully Church without Anglicans. So when Anglicans aver that that they are 
part of the Church they are also committed to the distinctive teaching, pace Sykes, that they are only 
part of the Church.772 Anglicans cannot be fully Church without the participation of all other 
Christians. What might the important, but missing, elements be? Perhaps a different answer will come 
from each others tradition. A Congregationalist might say that Anglicans are not sufficiently 
congregational, the Pope might say that they are not sufficiently Roman or a Salvationist bemoan a 
lack of emphasis on conversion. No Anglican will know until conversation has begun and that, first 
and foremost, is what is urged by the Appeal: that conversation should, indeed, begin. 
The Appeal’s argument develops in this way: 
1. The disunity of the Church means that it is being unfaithful to Christ and that it is disabled 
from carrying out its part in God’s mission in the world; 
2. The Church is an ‘outward, visible and united society’ with its own leadership, using the gifts 
of grace and inspiring its members to ‘service of the Kingdom of God in the world’; 
3. The whole Church needs to have access to all the gifts that are presently distributed among 
the churches; 
4. The Church needs to recover its common faith, common worship and common ministry; 
5. The Future credibility of the Church rests upon the ability of Christians to respond to Christ’s 
desire for the people of God to be one. 
6. Anglicans regard themselves as part of a Catholic Church whose unity is sinfully  not 
manifest in the world, they accept their share of the guilt both for this and also for retaining to 
themselves gifts of God that are intended for all Christians; 
7. Anglicans admit both their share of the blame for disunion and also that components of the 
faith may be missing from their tradition that are present in other traditions; 
8. The nature and status of the episcopate is a key issue for Anglicans who see the episcopate as 
part of the fullness of the Church; 
9. Past ministries among all the churches have manifestly been blessed by the Holy Spirit and 
no-one should be expected to repudiate what has been achieved within the churches. 
The Appeal made three significant contributions to Anglican ecumenical thinking: 
1. it gives a clear statement of where Anglicans believe the search for unity might begin, 
coupled with a sense of urgency about the quest; 
2. it offers assurance that Anglicans have a basis within their own tradition upon which they can 
build future dialogue with other churches;  
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3. it gives Anglicans permission and encouragement to develop schemes for reunion for the sake 
of Christians and for the sake of the world.  
From this it follows that commitment to a search for unity is an authentic feature of Anglican identity.  
We may go further and say such an endeavour may be an intrinsic feature of the tradition, otherwise it 
would be failing to incarnate the assertions of the Nicene Symbol that the Church is One, Holy, 
Catholic and Apostolic. If Anglicans are to claim that they are part of that Church, then they must 
display its characteristics, even if in the attenuated form that is all any denominational church can 
attain.  
1. The Nature and Mission of the Church  
Published in the earliest days of the ecumenical journey, the Appeal helped establish a positive tone in 
ecumenical discussions; it gives an Anglican view so that others might know whence that tradition 
might embark on the ecumenical journey. In the years that followed there have been wide bilateral 
discussions between Christian traditions addressing all manner of apparently intractable problems 
resulting, for example, in theological reconciliation between the two branches of Eastern Orthodoxy773 
or the Agreed Statement on Justification of the Roman Catholic and Lutheran Churches.774 For 
Anglicans, the impetus for participation in such dialogue has the Appeal at its roots. Standing behind 
the process, as if a godparent, is that earlier plea from one church to its separated sisters. 
When we examine the history of ecumenical engagement we find, however, only limited direct 
investigation of ecclesiological issues. However, Anglicans have twice participated in significant 
ecclesiological discussions, the first being under WCC auspices and resulting in the text The Nature 
and Mission of the Church. NMC describes itself as a ‘convergence paper’, intended to assist the 
churches in their reflection on their commonality as well as their divergences in ecclesiological 
thinking.775 The Appeal stands at a far earlier stage of the ecumenical dialogue and so cannot make 
that kind of claim, it is not a convergence document but rather a call for a process of convergence. So, 
NMC is an outcome of a subsequent, shared ecumenical journey that Christians have undertaken 
presenting some of the results of the collective and convergent thinking to which the Lambeth fathers 
had invited the Church. For the Appeal the Church is a given, some of its features are described but 
their theological origin and identity is not particularly explored. NMC is necessarily more complex 
and nuanced, making important observations about four features of the Church:  
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1. It is God’s gift to humanity, the vehicle through which human persons are to combine whilst 
maintaining their individuality and playing their part in the mission of God to the world;776  
 
2. It is centred and grounded in the Word of God whether understood as the Word Incarnate in 
Christ Jesus, or as the Word spoken and recorded in Scripture, or as proclaimed and heard in 
the preaching, witness and action of those in relationship with the Father;777 Word and Spirit 
are inseparable, the Spirit both incorporates us into the Church and enables the faithful 
proclamation of the Word in speech and action; 778 
 
3. The characteristic marks of the Church derive from the nature of the Godhead: the oneness of 
the Church derives from the unity of Triune God,779 its holiness derives from the holiness of 
God, its catholicity from the all-embracing nature of God’s interrelation with the kosmos and 
its apostolicity from its being sustained by the Word that proceeds from the Father;780 
 
4. NMC takes Scripture as normative, but like the Appeal does not address the difficult question 
of hermeneutics; Scripture gives the context in which ecclesiological investigation is 
undertaken, the diversity of the Scriptural imagery is a positive aspect of the catholicity of the 
Church whereby diversity becomes a blessing.781  
A relatively simple statement from one Christian tradition will perforce be refined and elaborated by 
contact with the understandings of other traditions. There is nothing wrong with the simplicity of the 
Appeal’s statement, ‘This is what we mean by the Catholic Church’, but it is insufficient as a 
theological description of the Church.  We also need to know something of the origin of the Church, 
its relationship to the life and economy of the Godhead and what is meant by its statement that, ‘its 
members are inspired to the world-wide service of the kingdom’. 
NMC itself takes a subtly trinitarian approach making use of four models of the Church, partly 
coinciding with Lumen Gentium: 
‘The Church may be described as the People of God, or as the Body of Christ or as the 
Temple of the Spirit and finally as the koinonia  in which all of those, and other images, are 
bound together’.782  
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There is a necessary attempt to hold all four together and in balance ‘to honour the totality of the 
Biblical witness’. The primary theological insight of Nature and Mission is that the Church is God’s 
gift and therefore God’s Church. Our theologising must therefore relate our understandings of the 
community to our understanding of the God who is revealed in the Church. 
The ecclesial community’s multiform self-understanding is an outcome of the diversity of the images 
or metaphors that might be applied, drawn from Scripture and developed by theological deduction 
from the shared experience and tradition of the Church. Descriptions of the Church that seems 
acceptable to one generation will fail later generations as the Church strives to be faithful to the 
gospel in a changing world. A single description may not even be appropriate for the whole of a 
generation as world-wide Christianity seeks to relate to a huge range of cultural contexts. What then 
might the core descriptions of the Church be? Christians maintaining localised expressions of the 
Church also need to be able to identity one another as holding the same faith. 
The diversity of the Scriptural language, although a problem for theoreticians, proves to be a resource 
for a Church that continually finds itself in both familiar and unfamiliar social contexts, a question 
particularly explored by Segundo.783 NMC suggests that such diversity can be seen as an aspect of the 
Church’s broader catholicity. From this we must conclude that it is not necessary or helpful for the 
Church to privilege one model or description of itself over others. Even those within a single 
denomination may not be able to exclusively deploy only a single ecclesiology for themselves. This 
proposal opens the possibility of a multiplicity of ways in which to be authentically Anglican – or 
Baptist or Orthodox. Dulles writes that: 
‘The Anglicans, with their principle of comprehensiveness, have come closer than most 
Roman Catholics to seeing the legitimacy of keeping irreducibly distinct theologies alive 
within the same ecclesiastical communion.’784  
So, comprehensiveness is a facet of the catholic nature of the whole Christian community, making it 
difficult to argue that any one understanding of Anglican tradition is the sole acceptable version. 
Diversity becomes a gift of God that is to be embraced rather than condemned – and the call of God to 
the Church is to seek ways in which its members honour their differences rather than deploying them 
as Church dividing instruments. We might ask, however, what the instruments of unity, a favourite 
Anglican phrase, might be that would hold such a diverse community of faith together or would the 
Appeal’s common faith, common worship and common service be sufficient? 
For NMC, the Church is the Father’s gift, grounded in the Word (incarnate, written and proclaimed) 
and is the sphere of the sanctificatory operation of the Holy Spirit. The nature of the Church is entirely 
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derived from the nature of the godhead. None of this is in contradiction of the Appeal – it simply 
begins in a different place, not accepting the Church as a given but rather exploring its raison d’etre. 
The Appeal lacks the theological sophistication of NMC with its explicitly trinitarian exposition of the 
Church but that is what we should expect as they represent different stages of the ecumenical 
dialogue. Whereas the Appeal lies at the roots of ecumenism, NMC is one of its fruits. Nevertheless, 
there is commonality that illustrates a cumulative shared understanding between the churches that was 
largely lacking in the earliest stages of the process. The Appeal calls for conversation and NMC is an 
outcome of the response to that call. Where the two documents are closest is in their shared 
recognition of the value of the diversity in the Church that reflects the rich complexity of humanity’s 
relationship with God.  
2. The Cyprus Statement 
In contrast to NMC, the Anglican-Orthodox Cyprus Statement is an agreed theological statement, the 
outcome of a process of bilateral conversation between two Christian traditions that have a history of 
seeking agreement with each other.785 The Church of the Triune God (CTG) is a deep and richly 
textured document that draws its understanding of the Church from an exposition of Trinitarian 
Christian belief. CTG gives us the theological language that we can use to interpret the Appeal. 
Carefully layered arguments are employed that make it difficult to summarise without doing injustice 
to the subtlety of the text. CTG arose from a realisation that a discussion of the nature of the Church 
was central to resolving the divergences between Anglican and Orthodox theology and to 
understanding the nature of the disagreements that had emerged.786 Ecclesiological debate is central to 
Christian self-understanding because ‘it is within and by the Church that we come to know the Trinity 
and by the Trinity we come to understand the Church.’787 
The life of the Church is derived from the life of the Trinity, eternally a community of love. The 
persons do not exist in the possession of their own individual identities or natures but by ‘giving 
themselves wholly into the lives of others’.788 Humanity rejects the call to life in community, 
preferring a narrow way of selfish existence quite unlike the self-giving love of Christ. By entering 
into the life of humanity, Christ ‘in his own person, fully human and fully divine … renews humanity 
disfigured by sin’.789 The Appeal echoes this and would add that there is also now the possibility of 
Christ renewing the Church, which has been disfigured by the particular sin of disunity. Through 
baptism we die to the old humanity and rise to the new, in which God’s grace draws us into lives of 
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love for God and neighbour.790 The communion of believers in the Triune God and with one another 
is the essence of the Church and described as a mysterion.791 Divine activity in the Church means we 
can speak of the Church as being both the body of Christ and the Temple of the Holy Spirit. Although 
complex, the shared and historic doctrinal formulations were defined in response to the faith 
community’s experience of the revelatory and salvific economy of the Trinity.792 
Baptism admits us to the community, which is built up by the Eucharist, becoming a single body 
transcending its diversity, healing us and revealing the Kingdom. The Church is therefore called to be 
the ‘visible sign of her inner reality as the mystery of communion with and in the Blessed Trinity’: a 
phrase which cleverly combines classic Anglican understanding of the sacraments with Orthodox 
theological vocabulary.793 Ultimately, the Church is intended to be the arena where human persons 
come to experience communion with the life of the Blessed Trinity, in Orthodox tradition called 
theosis.794  The Church cannot, therefore, be primarily seen as a sociological phenomenon but, rather, 
as the gift of God.795 CTG concludes that the Trinitarian faith requires that the Church must be a place 
of being both ‘one’ and of being ‘many’, not only in the human persons that constitute its membership 
but also in the relationship of the Church to the local churches. The existence of the local and the 
catholic is simultaneous, neither can be said to precede the other.796  
While Christians acknowledge that they cannot know God except inasmuch as God chooses to be self-
revelatory, life within the Church can convey knowledge and insight about the life of the Trinity that 
is shared with and through membership of the community of the faithful. The most that we can say is 
that we can know of God by means of our experience of the impact of divine activity in the world.797 
Knowledge about God is only fulfilled by participating in the communion that the faith community of 
the Church shares with the communion of the Trinity. Our knowledge of all of this is predicated by 
participation. 
Finally, when the question is asked ‘who saves us’, the Church has to reply with conditioned and 
bipolar statements to the effect that ‘we are saved by one of the Trinity’ but that at the same time ‘we 
are saved by the whole of the Blessed Trinity’. The good pleasure of the Father is that humanity 
should be saved to be a holy people for himself, the loving consent of the Son was that it should be 
through the Incarnation and the action is given effect by the operation of the Holy Spirit.798 As all of 
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the Trinity has participated in this way, the way is opened for humans to become children of God by 
huiothesia – adoption – also described by the Greek fathers as theosis, divinization, wherein both the 
human and the divine become present in our lives as they were in the life of Christ. 
Whether we describe Christ as being the Servant of God, (Isaiah), or as the Son of Man, (Daniel), 
descriptions of him remain relational. When the Servant suffers it is for the many; when the 
eschatological Christ comes he will bring with him the saints: these saving acts are achieved by Christ 
but in a communal context, both with the Holy Trinity and, in a differentiated way, with humanity. In 
this way we can understand that the Church – that part of humanity with which Christ is in fullest 
explicit relationship – has become as much a part of his identity just as much as he has become part of 
the identity of the Church. Modern Christians relate to Jesus of Nazareth in a primarily ethical way, 
imitating him and being obedient. They may also relate to him as the Christ through the medium of 
the collective worship of the Church and in personal devotion which bridges the centuries as we meet 
him in prayer, prayer that is enabled by and arises from the very relational nature of his being. All this 
is brought to its apogee by the formation and unification of the Church by the Holy Spirit, which is 
the same Spirit as was in Christ Jesus and is the bond of love within the Godhead.799 
CTG argues that we must arrive at ecclesiology by way of Christology conditioned by Pneumatology. 
If the task has been undertaken faithfully, in the light of revelation and the experience of the Church, 
the ecclesiology reached will be far broader than the narrow ecclesiologies of the two denominations. 
Engagement with other traditions on the basis of this agreement would have the potential to assist the 
Church in reaching the broadest possible self-understanding. The progression from the Appeal to CTG 
is particularly focused in the former’s aspiration that Christians should recover their common faith 
and worship, there seem not to be substantial disagreements between the two traditions in those areas. 
However, in the area of common ministry the decision of Anglican provinces to admit women to the 
ministry has created a new barrier despite that substantial agreement about the nature of ministry. The 
views of the Eastern churches have important bearing on the question of women’s ministry which is 
one of the intra-Anglican areas of dispute that will be considered in Chapter Eleven. 
 
b. Analysis 
The Appeal to All Christian People800 might have been expected to be a relatively narrow piece of 
ecclesiology presenting the Anglican standpoint in an assertive manner. Remarkably, this is not 
completely the case and, as Chapter Nine shows, it was greeted by other Christians as a generous and 
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conciliatory document. The value of the Appeal for our own time lies in the extent to which it can be 
seen as genuinely a broad piece of writing. A document that began as a ‘Statement of Our Position’ 
gained breadth as it evolved into an appeal based on a search for a wider understanding of the nature 
of the Church. 
Coming to the document for the first time one is struck by the sense of timeliness and urgency. The 
early theme of fellowship relates to the concern that the dreadful experience of the Great War should 
be overwritten by renewed search for the unity amongst humanity. Huntington’s writing in The 
Church Idea  and the bishops’ Appeal both have major conflict in their backgrounds. Echoing 
Huntington’s earlier work, the bishops seek to replace conflict with fellowship. The bishops write that 
they see responsibility resting upon themselves ‘at this time’ and that they are called to ‘new outlook 
and measures’ by the times in which they live. They believe that they are called to prophetic action, 
proclaiming the virtue of fellowship but also the disgrace of disunity within the Christian community. 
In this they can be seen as working out one classic understanding of the role of the episcopacy – to 
proclaim unity and to recall the Church to its vocation.801  
The matter of the timeliness of the document leads to an important point. We should not expect to find 
a fully worked out ecclesiology in its fifteen hundred words. Instead, it is a considered statement on 
the disunity of the churches and an attempt to indicate a route to reunion. Christians must return to 
one another as parts of the one Church in a search for fellowship among ‘those whose faces are 
definitely set this way.802 The Appeal is innovatory and conciliatory, an approach that speaks to the 
present need for reconciliation with the Anglican Communion. 
The Appeal recognises this sentiment when, in Section 8, it says that ‘the truly equitable approach to 
union is by the way of mutual deference to one another’s consciences’. Flexibility and engagement 
are the means by which Christians may go forward together, recognising that disunion is a problem 
for all Christians. There is no security from exterior criticism to be found in any Christian tradition 
while Christians are at odds with one another, contrary to Christ’s prayer that they should be one. The 
Appeal stands at the beginning of a process of exploration of which the other two documents are 
fruits. They share an important characteristic in that they are documents on which all Christians can 
fruitfully reflect.  
Among the unresolved ecclesiological issues relating to the Appeal three seem particularly related to 
the question of what constitutes the Church: 
1. How are the distinct ordained ministries of the churches to be united into the ordained 
ministry of the Church? 
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2. At what point can a community be said to have left the fellowship of the Church? 
3. Does diversity of praxis undermine the formation of a coherent community? 
1. Integrating the ordained ministries of the churches 
Without repeating the discussion in Chapter Nine it is clear that the bishops had not sufficiently 
addressed the manner by which the ordained ministries of uniting churches might be brought together 
in a way that honours the past ministry of all, while also preparing for the future ministry of a united 
church. In the Appeal the bishops offer to undergo any form of ‘commission or recognition’ that 
would make them acceptable to other traditions but the condition of this is that potential partners 
would have to accept some kind of Anglican recognition. In the majority of cases this kind of 
proposal has been found impractical because whatever might be done to the Anglican partners, in the 
end the other ministers have to accept some rite that cannot be seen as other than an episcopal 
ordination.803 In practice the churches have learned to accept that a period of reception, during which 
irregularity is tolerated for the sake of a greater gain, will be necessary but that in time the irregularity 
dissipates. This realisation has been a matter of shared growth of understanding between ecumenical 
partners and sometimes accompanied by considerable discomfort. However, if the other documents 
enable the Church to understand itself better, it should then be possible for Christians also to have 
greater clarity about the ministry, which is derived from the Church through Christ’s commission. The 
focus of NMC on the Church’s ministry of the word will inform shared, developing understanding of 
the role of the ordained in missional proclamation. CTG’s careful analysis of the divergent views of 
the Orthodox and Anglicans, particularly over the ordination of women, clarifies the area for future 
dialogue. 
2. Leaving the Church  
The question of when a community of Christians can be said to have left the Church is highly 
problematic. The ecclesiology of the Appeal seems to suggest that a community would have to 
express outright repudiation of, for example, a credal assertion in order to beyond the Church. The 
incipient Arianism of the Jehovah’s Witnesses tradition would be a case in point. The history of the 
western churches, however, suggests that the church-dividing issues are often relatively low order 
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matters, such as divisions amongst Dutch Protestants since the mid-nineteenth century over whether 
one should stand or sit to sing accompanied or unaccompanied music other than, or solely, the 
psalms.804 Often, however, the low order questions are seen by the protagonists as actually relating to 
matters of very high order indeed. Thus, the fissipariousness of Dutch Protestantism and the divisions 
in the Anglican Communion are presented as relating to a proper understanding of the doctrine of the 
inspiration of Scripture. We shall see in Chapter Eleven that this is a critical issue for the Anglican 
Communion, where some Anglicans, who appear to have separated, maintain that it is not they who 
have left the Communion but the Communion that has left them. 
3. Community Coherence 
Two of these documents argue that it is possible to see diversity of practice as a gift to the Church 
rather than as a threat to its unity. However, this must lead us to ask whether there is really no value in 
uniformity, does it not contribute to the formation of identity with a tradition? In the past Anglicans 
have claimed that they are able to hold diversity of practice within the tradition in a creative way but a 
breaking point in the Communion now seems to have been reached. By contrast, the present day 
united Church of South India combines elements of congregational, presbyterian and episcopal 
schema in its polity and yet seems to have developed its own identity and loyalty to its own, new 
identity. These two situations suggest that local identity is important to people but that inter-local 
identity is far more difficult to maintain – especially in an arrangement as lacking in central authority 
as the Anglican Communion. This issue is an illustration of the complexity inherent in the interplay 
between the local and the Catholic in the Church. 
 
c. Conclusion 
The Appeal promoted ecumenical dialogue, setting a positive and encouraging tone to which others 
could respond with integrity. Later documents take up that challenge to clarify where the churches 
can, and cannot yet, reach theological agreement. We should not look to the Appeal for a fully 
developed ecclesiology because that was not its purpose. The developed ecclesiological work 
followed at a later stage in the process once Christians had agreed to answer the call to dialogue 
contained in the Appeal, they are the fruits of a process encouraged long years before. We have noted 
a commonality between the documents focused in their positive attitude towards diversity and in the 
search for understanding of the nature of unity. We have also been helped by noting the points of 
contact with Roman Catholic thinking in the work of Dulles. 
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The Appeal encourages engagement between Christians in a non-assertive and generous way giving 
particular gifts to Anglicans to promote their participation in ecumenical debate. We have seen that it 
explains where an Anglican exploration of unity might begin, suggesting that Anglican tradition has 
within it the capacity to sustain such an enquiry; it enables and encourages Anglicans to engage with   
other churches. Thus, we have seen that the Appeal proposes a methodology for approaching the 
complexities of relationships between the churches. We may also say that its method is appropriate 
for addressing the present difficulties within the Anglican Communion, see Chapter Eleven. 
The Nature and Ministry of the Church and The Church of the Triune God bring great depth of 
understanding in their different ways. As developed and highly nuanced pieces of theology they 
plumb depths of thinking far beyond that of the Appeal. They show us, however, that with goodwill, 
honesty and clarity concerning shared definitions between the churches it is possible for the collective 
understanding of the Church to be significantly enhanced as the differing gifts held by the churches 
are brought to bear in a shared endeavour. This realisation serves to underline the way that Christians 
are harmed by the division in the Church – a division that serves to deprive them of the gifts that are 
meant for all but presently held by Christians in a fragmented and divisive way. 
The churches have often described themselves in narrow and restricted ecclesiologies that have the 
effect of excluding others. The call of the Appeal is for Christians to develop together a broader 
ecclesiology of the Church, one that can be shared with integrity and is fully consonant with their 
shared heritage. By discovering that broad ecclesiology Christians will understand how they might 
receive the gift of visible unity and be reconciled for the sake of the world. The Church cannot 
minister credibly while it remains disunited for the sin of disunity obstructs the divine gift of unity. 
But even as the Church hopes for the revelation of its unity it is recalled to its vocation of receiving 
the gift – and so Christians are inspired to take on the task of seeking for unity amongst the churches. 
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Eleven: Early Twenty First Century conflict in the Anglican Communion 
Chapter Eleven is a case study which seeks understanding of what the Anglican Communion is and 
where its boundaries lie.  
We have given attention to three developments: 
1. the growth of the Anglican Communion (Chapter One); 
2. the growth of the Lambeth Conference Tradition as an instrument. of unity (Chapter Three); 
3. the growth of Anglican ecumenical understanding, culminating in the Appeal (Chapters Four 
and Seven). 
From that story arose the suggestion that being Anglican is a way of being Christian that has 
particular attitudes, aspirations and commitments. But how flexible can these attitudes, aspirations and 
commitments be? What did not arise were definitive texts, other than the historic formularies, the 
boundaries of the Anglican way therefore seemed vague. We saw (Chapter One) that the dependence 
on the definition of doctrine by the English courts was problematic. The courts were reluctant to 
exercise their regulatory duties where the result would be the exclusion of someone from their 
perceived rights (the Gorham case) tending to restrict themselves to strictly legal matters. How then 
could we understand when a particular expression of Anglican Christianity has moved so far from the 
consensus that it has ceased to be Anglican? Chapter Three suggested that exclusion is never realised, 
one might eventually decide that one has left the communion but the search for mutual understanding 
(as explained there) means that the communion never leaves you. The Gafcon primates indeed assert 
that they have not left the communion but that the communion has left them because they are now the 
only authentic Anglicans. This chapter is an attempt to elucidate these theological issues.805 A first 
issue for this study, then, is to ask what the acceptable boundaries of Anglican belief are. 
In 2015, the Anglican Communion appears to be riven, perhaps irreparably. Lines are drawn between 
Anglicans who could be characterised as ‘Conservative’ or ‘Liberal’. We might have expected that 
assertions within this debate could be tested against the formularies and so resolved, this proves not to 
be so. However, this thesis argues that the ecclesiological resources, embedded within the Lambeth 
Conference tradition, are sufficient for Anglicans to find a way through their difficulties. Particularly 
so in the case of the Appeal, whose call to fellowship and mutual respect is as urgent and relevant now 
as it was when it was first made. Is there then a potential process of engagement between the 
protagonists, consistent with past Anglican practice, which can offer an alternative to separation?  
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In 1920 the Anglican Communion was faced with new situations (the impact of the Great War) and 
ecclesiological proposals (regarding reunion) that could not be addressed within the existing 
structures. Consequently, the bishops sought a new formulation so as to resolve their difficulties. A 
century later the situation is entirely parallel. The incapacity of the Communion to resolve its 
difficulties around the sexual identity, orientation and gender of ordained ministers has become the 
primary focus of discord. There are similar difficulties relating to the laity as well. By adhering to the 
2008 Jerusalem Declaration, seven of the more than forty Anglican provinces have declared that 
ministerial authority can only fully reside in heterosexual men and that true discipleship excludes the 
possibility of same sex sexual relationships.806 The second issue for this case study is the lack of 
commonality of formulary between the provinces.   
For conservative Anglicans the question is about the inspiration of Scripture. A statement on the 
Anglican Communion by the Church Society says: 
The Communion has come under increasing strain as parts of it made doctrinal changes 
without reference to others. This was the case as Provinces began to ordain women as priests 
contrary to the teaching of the Bible (though the Bible uses different terms for ministry) and 
to the practice of the Christian Church for over 1900 years. More latterly the Communion has 
been torn asunder by revisionists who insist that homosexual practice should be accepted. Of 
course these issues are merely the presenting issues. Underneath the far more serious matter is 
that parts of the Communion, mostly the 'western' provinces have set themselves over the 
authority of Scripture.807 
The status of the ‘doctrinal changes’ requires examination; are they indeed changes of doctrine or 
perhaps of some lower order status? For the writer there is no uncertainty about the Scriptural witness 
and therefore to ordain women can be equated with abandonment of the notion of the divine 
inspiration of Scripture. There is no acknowledgement of textual ambiguity or of the need for 
interpretation. For that writer Scripture is clear and undisputable. Other Anglicans would see this as 
flawed logic and question the implication that all doctrinal assertions are of undifferentiable 
significance. The writer appears to promote the practice of the Church to a similar status as Scriptural 
writ; can this really be the case? Thus a third issue for this case is whether there is a hierarchy of 
significance within Anglican doctrine. 
The depth of the division in the Communion can be illustrated by an incident in October 2013: Abp. 
Welby of Canterbury visited Kenya at the same time as the Gafcon 2013 meeting in Nairobi. He did 
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not attend the meeting nor was he invited to do so. Yet this was a meeting of Anglican Primates. 
Andrew Brown, a regular commentator on Anglican matters wrote:  
So what we learned yesterday, which was news, was that the Anglican Communion is now 
quite dead. There will not be another Lambeth Conference.808 
In the light of the evidence concerning the dispute amongst Anglicans we ask what the Appeal might 
have to say about the conduct of the dispute and the possible means of resolution. We must ask 
whether the early twenty-first century issues among Anglicans are really so intractable that they 
cannot be addressed through the dialogic methodology proposed by the Appeal. What is it about this 
particular set of circumstances that means that the inherited wisdom of the Communion, its deposit of 
self-understanding, can be set aside as no longer being sufficient? By examining these questions the 
case study seeks to analyse the underlying theological beliefs that have created the perception that the 
Instruments of Communion are no longer sufficient. 
 
a. Elements within the conflict 
The steadfast denial of synodal status to the Lambeth Conferences has been noted (Chapter Two) as 
has the assertion of provincial authority within Anglican tradition (Chapter Three). So we observe that 
Anglican doctrinal authority is distributive rather than focused in, e.g., particular confessional 
documents. The Communion lacks any coercive means of enforcing unity which exacerbates its 
difficulties. These focus on three principal areas:  
1. the question of the acceptable range of belief within the Communion; 
2. the Instruments of Unity within the Communion are weak and this is particularly so regarding 
the low level of commonality of the Formularies;  
3. the Jerusalem Declaration and the related scheme for an Anglican Covenant have introduced 
elements in the discussion that, it will be argued, are inimical to Anglican tradition.  
1. The Anglican Formularies 
Longley and Tait were emphatic that there would be no new doctrinal definitions made at the 
Lambeth Conferences. They were clear that the Anglican doctrines were set out in the Formularies of 
the Church of England as interpreted by the ‘competent authorities’ (Tait). Doctrine was thereby 
locked into historic, received texts and unable to be modified, even if open to interpretation. Their 
position was understandable in the light of the volatile internal politics of the Communion at the time 
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but is also problematic. How might new problems of life and faith be effectively addressed when the 
tradition is tied to a static expression of belief? Their solution was to bring the bishops together in 
Conference in order to seek resolution of the challenging questions of the day. One benefit of the 
Longley/Tait position is that it offers a relatively straight-forward definition of Anglican identity: an 
Anglican is one who subscribes to the Formularies, or the faith practices derived from them.  
For differing reasons none were prepared to regard the Conference as being among the ‘competent 
authorities’. In England it would probably have been illegal and in America it would have been 
repugnant to their concept of provincial autonomy. As the other churches were broadly derived from 
the Church of England it might have been supposed that the Formularies were shared by all the 
provinces in the Communion. Originally this might have been true but as provinces became 
freestanding, often in post-colonial independent states, they increasingly developed their own 
significant legal texts and canon law.  
Further, the Formularies were increasingly stretched by argument and particularly by the definitions 
of the ‘competent authorities’ themselves. The range of opinion permitted by the Formularies turned 
out to be greater than expected (the Gorham case), the authorities were confused in their application 
of the principles of their competency (the Colenso case) and the Formularies were subject to 
interpretations that seemed to take them far from the plain meaning of the text (Newman’s Tract 90). 
There appeared to be multiple definitions of Anglican between which people felt at liberty to choose. 
A member of the Church of England would need to specify which party was her spiritual milieu – was 
she high, broad or low? Was she liberal or conservative? Was she Evangelical or Catholic? Old 
certainties and definitions were taken past the point at which they could be readily sustained. The 
activities of partisan missionary societies exported these uncertainties into the emerging daughter 
churches. Evangelical societies like the CMS developed new evangelical dioceses side by side with 
dioceses of other traditions – like those of the Anglo-Catholic UMCA. The dispute between Weston 
and his neighbours in East Africa was rooted in this partisan approach to mission. 
The apparent commonality of formulary between the Church of England and the other provinces is 
largely illusory. In England, Canon C15.1(1) clearly defines the Formularies: the Thirty Nine Articles 
of Religion, the Book of Common Prayer  and the Ordering of Bishops, Priests and Deacons. These 
are again specified in the Preface to the Declaration and Oaths required when a minister is licensed. 
While there is a common heritage of Canon Law within the Communion, the Canons of the Church of 
England have no status at all outside the two provinces of Canterbury and York.  
So, Canon 16 of the Church of Nigeria requires the same Declaration of Assent as is used in England 
but there is no preface to define the Historic Formularies of the Church of Nigeria .  There is, 
however, an oath of submission to the Constitution of that Church which would seem to supersede or 
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encompass the older texts.809 Canadian practice likewise specifies no particular formularies but rather 
includes a declaration and oath during the ordination service. The candidate must avow their loyalty 
and obedience to ‘the faith as the Church of Canada has received it’ and says to the bishop: 
I solemnly declare that I do believe the Holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments to be 
the word of God, and to contain all things necessary to salvation; and I do solemnly promise 
to conform to the doctrine, discipline, and worship of the Anglican Church of Canada.810 
In provinces outside England the foundational Prayer Book may not be the 1662 book at all – but 
some other book adapted to the province’s own needs. The Scots have their own Prayer Book of 1637 
and the Americans have their Prayer Book of 1789. The English BCP has no authority in those 
provinces even where it supplied texts to the other books.  
There is a similar diversity regarding any equivalent of the Articles of Religion. The American 
Church has a Statement of 39 Articles, although in point of fact there are only 38 actual articles. These 
were adopted by resolution of the General Convention and have significant differences to the English 
Articles.811 The Irish have the 104 Articles of 1615, written by Abp. Ussher of Dublin.812 Other 
provinces have taken the lead of R1888/19 and dispensed with the 39 Articles altogether; note, for 
example, their absence from the 1991 Prayer Book of the Lusitanian Church.813 
The united churches in India have abandoned the confessional statements of their denominational 
antecedents in order to become something new. They hold Anglican principles only in a fashion 
subordinate to a greater principle of the visible union of Christians.814 Similarly, they no longer adhere 
to other inherited texts, such as the Westminster Confession, simply honouring them as part of a 
received patrimony that is secondary to the new traditions of a new church. Abandonment of the 
Articles in this way can be seen as a serious matter in terms of the unity of the Anglican Communion. 
Atherstone, writing for a conservative Evangelical readership, argues that it is one of the key 
components of a collapse of theological coherence in the Anglican Communion that, he believes, will 
lead to its division.815 His argument strongly illustrates the desire of some Anglicans to hold onto 
confessional identity regardless of any ecumenical imperative. However it is difficult to sustain his 
argument because of the longevity of the differential usage within the Communion compared to the 
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recent nature of the disputes in question. Perhaps more importantly the 39 Articles do not address the 
main questions of debate in the Communion, nor could they be expected to. 
Although there is a shared heritage because of the shared origin of the provinces, there has been no 
insistence on the transportability of the formulary texts. Thus, there is no complete commonality of 
Formularies across the Communion.  On the contrary, successive Lambeth Conferences have insisted 
that authority lies at Provincial level.  So it seems consistent that the provinces should have some 
degree of freedom of doctrinal expression.  Appeal to any particular provincial formulary to resolve 
new and problematic issues is therefore futile.  
2. What limits are there on Anglican belief? 
If the Formularies cannot help us where else may we look? In point of fact the English Preface to the 
Declaration and Oaths may help us.816 The Preface describes the faith of the Church as having been 
‘revealed in Scripture, set forth in the creeds and born witness to by the Formularies’. There is a 
hierarchy in this sequence; ‘revelation’ is the most forceful claim word, compassing the idea of 
Divine epiphany by way of the written text. The phrases ‘set forth’ and ‘born witness to’ have 
diminishing status by comparison. So, we can deduce a hierarchy of doctrinal significance wherein 
Scripture sets out the most important statements, those things necessary to salvation, in fact. The other 
statements are of lesser authority so that, compared to Scripture, the creeds are of a second order of 
significance and the formularies perhaps a third. Matters of belief, not explicit in the first order texts, 
might be deduced and formulated into a lower order statement provided that it is conformable to 
Scripture as Anglicans often say.817  
For example, following the Quadrilateral, Anglicans generally assert that the episcopal order is for the 
‘well-being’ of the Church. This belief can be supported by reference to Scripture and history but its 
doctrinal status is of a lower order. Neither Scripture nor Creeds require the presence of bishops in the 
Church, even though some Scriptural passages support the idea of episcopacy. The experience of the 
Christian community, however, was that it seemed to be best form of leadership among the range of 
ministerial models attested in the New Testament. From this we deduce that the lower order 
affirmations give expression to beliefs and teachings that the Church has experienced as beneficial.818 
These lower level affirmations of doctrine may not necessarily have explicit definition in higher level 
authorities but have come to be seen as valuable to the Christian heritage. Thus, practices such as 
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having bishops or emphasising worship on the first day of the week have been received by the Church 
as being important self-expressions. 
Anglicans insist that Scripture contains all that is necessary for Salvation. The acceptable range of 
views within the Church or within the Anglican tradition must therefore be conformable to Scripture. 
Scripture is primary, normative and binding upon Anglicans and likewise on all other Christians. 
However, over the centuries the meaning and definition of Scripture has been disputed and the Church 
has needed second order instruments to interpret the doctrinal content of Scripture.819 For that purpose 
the Ancient Creeds, especially that of Nicaea-Constantinople, set out the lower order doctrines which 
are binding on all those who would say that they believe ‘as the Church believes’. The Scriptures and 
the catholic creeds are the common belief held by the Church, rooted in Scripture, and to which 
Anglicans should adhere. Clearly the Lambeth Conference Tradition, the Quadrilateral and the Appeal 
do not have the same status as Scripture and the Creeds but they are still in some sense definitive. 
They exhibit a lower order of authority. The Communion’s problem is that none of the disputed areas 
between Anglicans is decisively dealt with in any of the high order affirmations. In the absence of 
decisive texts, new instruments appear to be needed, hence the Gafcon affiliated provinces adopting 
the Jerusalem Declaration, as considered below. 
Anglican theology normatively sees itself as in succession to the early Church Fathers and, therefore, 
in a tradition that is not of a narrow ecclesiology but rather of the inheritance of the whole Church. 
Williams shows that Anglican writers have repeatedly looked back to the Church Fathers for guidance 
and inspiration as an expression of their sense of continuity with the apostolic and patristic church. 820 
His series of essays bring together a variety of writers from within the tradition who each contribute a 
manner of understanding Anglicanism in ways that are diverse and not wholly able to be reconciled; 
together, they help us to see where the broad field of Anglican theological endeavour is located. This 
approach contrasts with other denominations that often refer to particular or confessional statements. 
Their confessional statements are given high levels of authority and are defining of their tradition; 
Avis writes: 
Anglicanism is not a speculative faith: it does not erect conceptual superstructures. It is a 
pastoral and practical creed, and to that extent, it is pragmatic in character ... it is not a 
confessional faith with the considerable body of official doctrine that Lutherans have ... 
Anglicanism does not have the distinctive combination of a rather inflexible scholastic 
official theology and an unchallengeable magisterium that the Roman Catholic Church has.821  
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There may not be a succinct definition of what Anglicanism is and what Anglicans are. What is 
available, however, is the cumulative understanding of how Anglicans live and believe represented by 
the Lambeth Conference Tradition.  Exploration of the tradition allows us to suggest that there are a 
number of significant marks, statements or ideas that can serve in the fashion of co-ordinates on a 
map. These co-ordinates delineate the ‘field’ in which Anglican thinking can be found, from this we 
can envision the broad location of Anglican identity. The argument here is based on the analogy of the 
mathematical technique of approximation to suggest a way of understanding how Anglican 
theological thinking works with its proposition that answers may be extrapolated from incomplete 
data through the deduction and interpretation of the theorist.822 
The Conference’s endorsement of the Quadrilateral as a satisfactory statement of the essentials of 
Anglicanism gave to it a pre-eminent status within the tradition and beyond. The Quadrilateral 
became the touchstone of acceptability, an agenda for ecumenical agreement, despite Lang’s attempt 
to set it aside (Chapter Seven). Discussions about re-union schemes have returned to the Quadrilateral 
because the Quadrilateral describes matters so fundamental to the Anglican understanding of the 
Church that discussion of them cannot be avoided in any re-union scheme. We can say that the Appeal 
provided an impetus but the Quadrilateral continued to set the Agenda; that was certainly the view of 
at least some of the participants in the Joint Conferences discussed in Chapter Nine. 
The Quadrilateral defines very little that is not acceptable to a significant proportion of all who call 
themselves Christian and, as we have seen, it has held a central role in a range of ecumenical 
discussions. Yet, the Quadrilateral does set Anglicans apart from some Christian communities, 
particularly those that are heirs to the European Reformation tradition because of its insistence on the 
value of the episcopacy. Lambeth 6 did not argue that those ecclesial traditions without the 
episcopacy were not Christians, nor that the ministry of their clergy was not blessed by the Holy 
Spirit. The Appeal says, ‘God forbid that any man should repudiate a past experience rich in spiritual 
                                                   
822
 Vannerley (2009) 90: ‘Approximation is a mathematical technique whereby ranges of known data are used to 
form an idea of where an answer to a problem might reside. It involves an interaction between theoretical 
propositions and empirical measurements which are constantly compared to one another. By this technique, 
results are generated from data which may not be complete. There will be a sense of the general location of the 
result because:  
1. Some measurements have been made;  
2. There is a theoretical reason for saying that the answer should lie in the area indicated.  
3. The result might be within a range of values rather than at a fixed point on a scale and also be subject 
to amendment as further data becomes available or as theoretical insights are refined.  
As the data is explored, the relationships between its elements will be clarified and it will be possible to observe 
gaps in the data and make appropriate predictions about how those gaps might be bridged ... the Scriptural 
comparator for this method is the way that the Parables of the Kingdom build up a cumulative image of the 
kingdom by saying that it is like salt, yeast, seed (especially of the mustard), hidden treasure, a fishing net or a 
vineyard. The technique allows intuition or inspiration to help bridge the gap between what has been established 
and the result sought. This is not mere guesswork but a way of progressing from what is assumed, or known, 
towards the generation of useful new understanding or clarification.’ 
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blessing for himself and others.’823 To be Christian in the Anglican way requires the presence of the 
episcopal ministry as the mark of continuity with the undivided Church. The question for the 
ecumenical partners was rather about whether they could accept the Anglican way of being Church as 
one that they could share without surrendering matters critical to their own sense of the essentials of 
being a Christian in the way of, for example, the Primitive Methodist. 
3. The Jerusalem Declaration and the Anglican Covenant 
Stephen Noll analyses the intra-Anglican dispute from the perspective of one who has taken a leading 
role in the Gafcon process.824 His paper is skilfully written and helpful to Anglicans of all persuasions. 
He argues that the time has come for a new instrument of unity, a Council of Bishops – rather than a 
mere conference – and that the Primates Meeting of the Gafcon provinces constitutes such a Council. 
However, his argument also makes it clear that Gafcon’s Jerusalem Declaration has introduced a 
doubly innovatory new definition of Anglicanism.825 First, an Anglican is now defined as a person 
who subscribes to the Declaration. Second, until now a person was expected to be in communion with 
Canterbury. Jerusalem sets that aside. A new test of Anglican identity, subscription to the 
Declaration, replaces the hitherto central test of being in communion with the founding primatal see. 
Implicit in the Declaration and the other FCA papers is a particular way of reading Scripture, 
characterised above as conservative, which thereby excludes from their fellowship all those who 
would interpret Scripture in another way. 
The documents from FCA sources are in multiple conflict with the Lambeth Conference Tradition, 
representing a profound departure from the consensual heritage of the tradition. There are five major 
points of conflict:  
1. the imposition of the English 1662 Prayer Book as the sole liturgical and doctrinal standard; 
2. the self-government of the provinces, hitherto a crucial principal, is limited by the creation of 
a Primatal Council whose authority must be accepted; 
3. the highly significant introduction of a new definition of Anglican identity, i.e. subscription to 
the Jerusalem Declaration; 
4. the imposition of the English 39 Articles on all Anglican churches as an additional measure of 
‘orthodoxy’ whether or not those churches have previously subscribed to them; 
5. the claimed right to intrude ‘orthodox’ ministers into the area of existing Anglican dioceses 
without the consent of the incumbent bishop. 
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While it is arguable that the first of these items is implicit in the description of the Formularies that 
was used by Longley and Tait, we have already seen that the American Church takes its stand on its 
own first prayer book. FCA affiliates in the US have argued only for a return to the 1928 American 
Prayer Book, not to an earlier or to a non-American book. Points 2 and 3 are in conflict with the 
guiding principles under which the Conference has operated as an instrument of unity. Successive 
Conferences have rejected the imposition of a superior body above the provincial level; as we have 
seen, not even a voluntary council of reference has found favour. Adoption of the Declaration 
changes the relationship between the provinces, which has hitherto been consensual and inclusive. 
Instead they would be bound together in a coercive way by a narrower quasi-confessional document 
and the authority of the Primatal Council that it validates. The final points are in direct conflict with 
Lambeth resolutions concerning the exemption of newer churches from the English Articles and 
respect for established provincial boundaries. A new confessional document has come into being, in 
contrast with Anglican practice hitherto. 
Noll makes it clear that the provinces that adhere to the FCA believe they have not left the Anglican 
Communion but rather that they are the Anglican Communion. Thus, it is legitimate for them to 
interpose a mission into the area of an established Anglican province and to ordain ministers to serve 
in existing dioceses without the consent of the bishop of that place. They declare themselves to be the 
true Anglicans and that others are false teachers of a false gospel: this is clearly a matter of extreme 
seriousness as it involves abandonment of the principal of comprehension. Their action seems 
tantamount to schism. The dispute, writes Noll, is not between equally faithful Anglicans of different 
points of view. The dispute is between real Anglicans, the FCA, and followers of a new belief system 
that is accused of being barely Christian. FCA self-description as confessing people is particularly 
telling because in broader Christian tradition, a confessor is one who suffers for the truth.826  
Serious difficulties arose over the publication of the Declaration and over the FCA provinces 
declining their invitations to Lambeth 14. In response Abp. Rowan Williams began a series of 
discussions that led to the proposal for an Anglican Covenant. The Covenant would have bound the 
adopting provinces to one another in a formal way that had not previously existed. Communion would 
no longer be on the basis of common heritage and mutual recognition but of subscription to the 
Covenant, which would be a binding document. Norman Doe documents the extensive process of 
consultation that eventually produced a draft document that was offered to the provinces for their 
consideration. 827 His book does not include the end of the process – the Covenant was rejected by 
many dioceses and provinces. The Maori dioceses, for example resolved to reject the covenant as it 
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would inhibit the provincial independence of their church.828 The death blow came with its rejection 
by those it was intended to help, the Primates’ Council of Gafcon, meeting in Oxford. Their statement 
did not argue a case but simply dismissed the draft Covenant in these words: 
For the sake of Christ and of His Gospel we can no longer maintain the illusion of normalcy 
and so we join with other Primates from the Global South in declaring that we will not be 
present at the next Primates’ meeting to be held in Ireland. And while we acknowledge that 
the efforts to heal our brokenness through the introduction of an Anglican Covenant were 
well intentioned we have come to the conclusion the current text is fatally flawed and so 
support for this initiative is no longer appropriate.829 
The statement gives us no clarity for the reasoning behind the rejection of the Draft Covenant other 
than an earlier section where the Declaration is reaffirmed as the only acceptable basis of 
communion.  
Doe is at pains to point out the voluntary nature of the covenant830 but the provinces would have been 
invited to surrender part of their independence. They would have been subject to the collective rule of 
the other provinces in a way that was innovatory and gave an increased role to the central bodies of 
the Communion. The Scots, and others, rejected the Covenant on these grounds. The proposed 
Covenant can be subjected to the same critique as the Declaration as it too is in conflict with the 
Conference tradition. Perhaps the best that could be said for it was that it was an attempt to offer the 
conservative provinces the advantages that they sought in the Declaration but without the perceived 
disadvantages to the more liberal provinces. 
The Covenant process died with the Gafcon Oxford statement. With the Covenant’s advocate, Abp. 
Williams, having retired from Canterbury there is no likelihood of its revival. We would be naïve to 
ignore the deep personal antipathy that existed towards Williams in some evangelical quarters.831 
There may be a sense in which his project was doomed for that reason alone. Two other major 
protagonists have also retired, Abps. Jenson of Sydney and Akinola of Nigeria.  
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Notably, all the Anglican primates attended the enthronement of Justin Welby in Canterbury 
Cathedral in 2013. Some Gafcon primates declined to attend a suggested time of fellowship after the 
service, media interpreters suggesting that this was to avoid meeting with more liberal primates, 
specifically Jefferts-Schori.832 The presence of the Gafcon primates suggests, however, that there 
remains some possibility of reconciliation. Further, they have aso declared their intention of attending 
a meeting of Primates convened in Canterbury by Abp. Welby to be held in January, 2016. 
 
b. Analysis 
The discussion above shows us that  
1. the Formularies are insufficient in themselves to hold the Communion together 
2. there are, however, limits on the range of Anglican belief 
3. the Jerusalem Declaration and the Anglican Covenant are not appropriate means to rectify the 
problems because they are themselves inimical to Anglican heritage. 
How does this information bring us close to describing the character of the Anglican Communion? 
When Longley summoned Lambeth 1 he was clear that it would not be allowed to redefine doctrine or 
enact canons: doctrine, he said, was contained in the Formularies. The function of the Conference, at 
the strongest, is to elucidate the existing doc trines to meet particular new situations. This is done by 
seeking the common mind of the bishops in the light of their local knowledge, common obligations 
and knowledge of the shared heritage of the Communion. Paradoxically Anglicans are both tied to the 
original English formularies but also liberated from them by the Anglican understanding of provincial 
independence. 
If the Conference Tradition does not allow of any change in the Formularies, then the Communion 
could be defined as being those who adhere to the original English Formularies. Except that, the 
principle of provincial independence means that, at least in reference to lower order beliefs, there is 
room and authority for diversity in Anglican belief. If that is the case, the Communion is held together 
only in regard of high order doctrine – the matters identified in the Quadrilateral perhaps (Chapter 
Four). However, the presenting questions of the dispute concern issues that are not addressed in the 
Creeds or in the Church’s tradition. The clarity of Scripture on women’s ministry and homosexuality 
can only be maintained by adopting one particular attitude to Scripture from among the range of 
hermeneutic positions that have previously been open to Anglicans: one choice from among many 
choices. In the past the Anglican way of addressing such situations has been through discursive and 
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dialogic interaction, the Conference Tradition. The Anglican Communion is characterised by a shared 
heritage that is subject to interpretation and coheres through exploring that heritage through dialogue 
not dogmatic statement. Therefore to withdraw from the dialogue is in itself inimical to Anglican 
practice. So we might say that the Communion is a fellowship of Christians who have an inherited 
understanding of the particularity of their way of being Christian but who are also prepared to 
interrogate and explore that inheritance in an adaptive and fluid way to seek authentic new 
expressions of being Anglican Christians. 
This proposal suggests that Anglican identity is located in a commitment to the process of theological 
thinking, somewhat like Ramsey’s description of the tradition as ‘a method, a use and a direction’.833 
However, it does not follow that the participants in such a process will necessarily reach identical 
conclusions – as the divergence on the validity of women’s ministry clearly shows. So, we might ask 
whether the Conference Tradition has any resources that would help Anglicans to be better at 
acknowledging disagreements with each other without resorting to exclusion. 
The Appeal speaks into the process of investigative debate in one particularly telling phrase, ‘God 
forbid that any man should repudiate a past experience rich in spiritual blessing for himself and 
others.’834 Here an Anglican document says to non-Anglicans that they are recognisable to Anglicans 
as fellow Christians even where they are distinguishable as non-Anglicans. The theological unity of 
the Church means that Anglicans can look at other traditions and offer to embrace the diversity they 
represent (Chapter Nine). Diversity and doctrinal difference are not necessarily so great, this suggests, 
that they prevent mutual recognition. Why should this generous attitude to ‘outsiders’ not equally 
apply within the Communion? Are the presenting issues really so intractable? The ecclesiological 
principle of comprehension is an essential part of Anglican identity and so to seek to exclude should 
not be part of the Anglican approach, least of all to seek to exclude other Anglicans. 
The weak commonality of Formularies between the provinces may undermine its theological 
coherence but the matters of dispute are not ones that are actually dealt with by any provincial 
formularies. The looseness of association between the provinces supports their independence of 
thought and therefore a tendency to divergence in practice. The resultant damage to the sense of 
mutual accountability is precisely the concern that caused the Canadian bishops to approach Longley 
in the first place. The antidote was the creation of the Lambeth Conference: not to return to the 
Conference Tradition and system as the remedy for present difficulties is a rejection of the inherited 
shared wisdom of the Communion.  
Anglicans have long sought to maintain the principle of comprehension. Consequently, they are 
obliged to recognise a degree of diversity – of contradiction even – with the range of their own 
                                                   
833
 Ramsey op cit. 
834
 SPCK 27. 
212 
 
membership. There is a kind of internal ecumenism within the tradition which, when it works well, 
brings together people of almost as great a range of opinions as Christendom itself. Anglicans are 
therefore well placed to accept the possibility of entering into a variety of relationships with non-
Anglican traditions, because the problems of external ecumenism seem little more difficult than the 
existing problems of internal ecumenism. Such openness can extend even to those, like the Lutherans, 
who adhere to very specific confessional statements, as has been shown in North America. Anglicans 
therefore seem to believe that there is no reason why such honestly held diversity of belief should 
vitiate that which is held in mutual rejoicing. 
If the Church is a vehicle of redemption (Chapter Ten) then it should exhibit something of the 
character of the Redeemer who came into the world to reconcile humanity both within itself and 
towards God.835 The Church then should be a church, indeed the Church of Reconciliation. The 
vocation to be the agent of reconciliation seems to be a necessary characteristic of its communal life 
and should be present in all its relationships. It is difficult to see how such a role could be pursued 
through any means but by engagement with the other and that is the principle that underlies the 
Appeal’s call on the separated churches.  
The critical contribution of Lambeth 6 to the ecumenical dialogue was to establish an Anglican 
attitude of openness and exchange with other Christian traditions, whilst remaining rooted in its own 
heritage. The willingness of those bishops to make an appeal of any kind now seems remarkable: that 
it should have been so warmly received was a significant change in the atmosphere that surrounded 
the inter-church conversations in the following decades. The Lambeth Appeal was a critical moment 
both for the communion and for those with whom it was eventually able to establish an unprecedented 
level of good relationships, leading towards mutual recognition and even, in a small number of cases, 
to full intercommunion. 
Can the Appeal also speak into the present situation in the Anglican Communion? The present day 
Anglican difficulties are a reflection of the wider difficulties in the Christian community where 
honestly held views come into conflict. They also reflect the Anglican failure to resolve the issues of 
internal ecumenism that arise where a communion contains a range of what might be called ‘sub-
traditions’. Yet is the nature of the conversation so very different? The Anglican sub-traditions at least 
begin from a place where they share more with each other than with many non-Anglican traditions so 
why should they not apply the same Appeal-like approach to the resolution of their difficulties? 
Unfortunately, the October Pastoral Letter, 2015, issued by the Gafcon and signed by Abp. Wabukala 
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of Kenya declares that, ‘the time for dialogue is over’. This statement seems profoundly contrary to 
Anglican tradition.836 
There are two temptations in such a situation. One is to put the issues to one side and behave as if the 
differences do not matter. In reality, they do matter – they matter so much that some are driven to 
regard them as church-dividing. The other temptation is to become despondent in the face of the very 
clear difficulties and cease to listen to the message that the Appeal encapsulates. The Appeal speaks 
out clearly and scripturally: it is not Christ’s will that his people be divided because division vitiates 
the gospel. The call to the shared search for reconciliation between Christians is as clear in 2020 as it 
was in 1920. 
The divergence of views within the Communion may not ultimately be able to be resolved but the 
tradition has no chance of all of reaching a resolution while the protagonists decline to engage with 
one another. Both the Jerusalem Declaration and the Anglican Covenant were, in their own ways, 
inimical to Anglican tradition and both have failed to restore unity to the Communion. As we have 
seen, the fundamental problem with both documents is their attempt to assume for themselves a quasi-
confessional status. If there is to be any hope of restoring the wholeness of the Communion it can only 
be achieved by reaching back to the resources that are held in common by all Anglicans – the 
common heritage of the Lambeth Conference Tradition and the vision for the re-union of Christ’s 
people that is held in the Appeal to All Christian People of 1920. 
 
c. Conclusion 
In this chapter we have examined the way in which the Lambeth Conference Tradition can supply 
theological resources that could be deployed to address the present fractures within the Communion. 
The chief characteristic of the fracture is the failure of the parties to maintain dialogue with each other 
in the way that has previously been a feature of Anglican practice. 
We have seen that the official formularies of the Church of England were once seen as the doctrinal 
standard for all Anglicans but that that position can no longer be maintained. The chief problem is that 
there is no longer a commonality of formulary across the whole Communion. Anglicans locate 
doctrinal authority at different levels and in different ways, with Scripture being pre-eminent. The 
pre-eminence of Scripture is, however, complicated by a lack of consensus among Anglicans about 
how Scripture is to be interpreted. Anglicans also attribute doctrinal authority outside Scripture but in 
a subsidiary way. Texts such as the Creeds are also held to be authoritative insofar as they are 
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conformable to Scripture. Authority is also attributed to the collective and cumulative wisdom of the 
bishops at Lambeth assembled and definitions delivered within the Conference Tradition. Chief 
Spacing corrected.among those definitions stand the Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral and the Appeal 
to All Christian People, which have acquired high status within the Communion. 
The Lambeth Conferences have worked in a consensual, non-coercive manner. Even where opinion 
has been profoundly divided there has been no recourse to condemnation or collective rebuke. 
Consequently there has been a broadly tolerant attitude of comprehensiveness, which is seen by 
Anglicans as a precious virtue. An approach based on acceptance has served the Communion well and 
provides the best means to address the present difficulties within the Communion. Further, the 
cumulative tradition of the Conferences provides a rich reserve of experience and doctrinal 
formulation upon which the Communion may draw.  
The Appeal proposes that the diversity Christian experiences of the working of the Holy Spirit should 
be honoured by all is a template for acceptance of difference. In debating such differences partners 
come to understand both themselves and each other – and both at a deeper level. The practice and 
tradition of debate and discussion is particularly characteristic of the Anglican way of being Christian 
and it is to that practice that the Communion needs to return. 
The imposition of any new levels of authority superior to the provinces has repeatedly been rejected 
by the Conferences. So both the proposed Covenant and the Jerusalem Declaration can, in a profound 
sense, be seen as standing beyond the previous bounds of the tradition. Worryingly, they seem to lead 
towards a narrower ecclesiology, setting up a quasi-confessional statement where there had been none 
before. The particular emphases of the Jerusalem Declaration can further be seen as the abandonment 
of the principle of comprehension.  These documents stand in contrast, and perhaps conflict with the 
past Anglican practice of seeking to make broad ecclesiological statements as a means to 
understanding between the diversity of Christians. 
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Conclusion 
In writing a conclusion for this thesis six questions will be posed: 
1. What is revealed as the central question of the research? 
2. How has the methodology of the thesis developed? 
3. How does the argument of the thesis develop? 
4. How does this work contribute to contemporary study? 
5. Where could the argument take us beyond the present writing? 
6. What further areas for research have been revealed by the present project? 
 
1. What is revealed as the Central Question of the Research? 
The central question of this thesis is to ask how we may understand what Anglicanism is within the 
broad spectrum of the Christian tradition. To answer that question we must make enquiries about what 
particular insights Anglicans bring to the broad question of what Christians believe. Do Anglicans 
have particular and distinctive beliefs or do they hold their beliefs in a distinctive manner? Are there 
ways in which Anglican ethical thinking is distinct or rather do they behave in a broadly similar way 
to other Christians? How do Anglicans show that they belong to one another within their own 
tradition? Each of those subsidiary questions, it becomes apparent, has a somewhat nuanced answer in 
which Anglicans will simultaneously seek to maintain both their catholicity and their particularity. 
Anglicans assert their catholicity by maintaining their allegiance to key characteristics of the Church, 
such as obedience to Scripture, faithfulness to the historic Creeds, use of the Dominical Sacraments 
and maintenance of ministerial continuity through the episcopal office and succession. Yet at the same 
time they assert their denominational identity through the formulation of a document, unknown 
elsewhere in Christendom, called the Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral. The Quadrilateral 
simultaneously asserts catholicity through its advocacy of historic marks of identity and at the same 
time gives a particularly denominational slant to them. These are the things that make us catholic, it 
says; we invite you to agree with us so that we may be one. At one level, then, we may answer the 
question by saying ‘an Anglican is someone who subscribes to the Quadrilateral’. 
There are other, important elements of denominational identity, however. Other ‘instruments of unity’ 
as Anglicans like to call them. Chief among those are the office of the Archbishop of Canterbury and 
the Lambeth Conference over which he will preside. However, we find that the Archbishop has 
primatal authority only in England and that his Conference cannot legislate, which means that 
Anglicans are not held together in some legal structure but only by shared consent. An ill-defined 
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sense of common heritage, likeness and behaviour binds Anglicans into a kind of network, a network 
that from time to time has serious internal disputes. This free association of people, who are Christian 
in a particular manner, hold together possibilities of unity and disunity that can only be resolved to the 
degree to which there is a bond of common consent. So, we may say that an Anglican is someone who 
chooses to be in Communion with Canterbury and is content that her bishop should travel to the next 
Lambeth Conference. 
What might happen, however, if that consent were to be withdrawn? How can the Communion 
maintain itself as a communion if goodwill is lost over some theological dispute or question of 
discipleship? At the beginning of the Twenty-first Century the Communion is seriously disrupted with 
some bishops, particularly in the global south uncertain as to whether they are able – or even willing – 
to maintain communion with some other Anglicans, including even the Archbishop of Canterbury. 
Are they, then, no longer Anglican? This thesis argues that the means of resolving those questions 
may lie in Anglican heritage, and particularly in the Lambeth Conference Tradition as exemplified by 
the 1920 Appeal to All Christian People. Anglicans have sought to maintain their fellowship by 
means of having their bishops assemble in debate to find a common mind. To resort to other means, 
whether it be the imposition of a covenant, or insistence on subscription to a declaration is profoundly 
innovative and contrary to Anglican heritage. From this perspective we might give an answer that an 
Anglican is not someone who maintains unity in such a way. 
 
2. How has the methodology of the thesis developed? 
An initial question about the nature of Anglican identity arose from the experience of the writer in 
pastoral and ecumenical engagement. If one says that one is an Anglican, what does that mean and 
how may the content of that identity be clarified? The 1920 Lambeth Conference sought to address 
some of those concerns so the initial research strategy was to engage with the Conference archive. 
What light could the archive throw on the motivations and contributions of the bishops who attended 
the Conference? In short, could they enable us to understand Anglican identity? 
As the Introduction explains, engagement with the archival data brought about an important change of 
direction in the writing, a ‘definition of better questions’ (King). A better way to approach questions 
of Anglican identity, it seemed, was to view them through the lens of one critical document, the 
Appeal. Here one finds an attempt to crystallise the essence of the Anglican way of being Christian in 
order to persuade members of other traditions of the value of engagement with Anglicans, in pursuit 
of reunion. Perhaps the Appeal contained the degree of clarification needed? It quickly became clear, 
however, that the Appeal had sprung out of a long process of development in Anglican thinking and 
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that it had deep roots in the tradition. Thus, the writing of the Appeal must be seen in relationship to 
its context and antecedents – as well as its ecclesiology and impact. 
Consequently, this thesis has been written as a piece of historical theology. From the original cluster 
of questions around Anglian identity, four research questions were developed which give a distinctive 
character to the writing. The first two questions are about the Anglican origins of the Appeal. The 
second two ask what the Appeal tells us about Anglican ecclesiology and analyses the impact of that 
particular ecclesiology on internal and external ecumenical relationships in the Anglican Communion. 
The first half of the thesis has a historical emphasis; we ask how the Conference Tradition began and 
how it worked. The second half has a different emphasis as we seek to understand what the outcomes 
of the Conferences actually signify; hence the second half is interpretive in nature.  
The bounded nature of the Conference institution and its tradition (Holliday) led to the decision to use 
case study methodology to achieve the desired research outcomes. As Case Study seemed the 
appropriate research method, the whole thesis has been written in the context of that approach. 
However, two chapters particularly operate in the case study mode.  
1. Chapter Ten is a close examination of the question of how there might be a Church but also 
churches. Anglican data is deployed alongside agreed ecumenical statements to examine the 
issue and reveal the conditionality of denominational, or narrow, ecclesiologies, as against the 
eschatological hope of the revelation of the unity of the One Church.  
2. For the theology to be purposeful it must speak into the condition and needs of the Anglican 
Communion in the Twenty-first Century. Why else would anyone trouble to read it? 
Consequently, Chapter Eleven brings the cumulative argument of the thesis to bear on the 
problematic issue of the condition of the Anglican Communion at the beginning of the 
Twenty-first Century. The material is deployed to ask how the heritage of the Anglican past 
may teach the Anglicans of the present to prepare to be the Communion of the future. 
 
3. How does the argument of the thesis develop? 
The starting point was to understand how the Church of England spread outside England and gave rise 
to a family of related, localised churches. These churches had matured in their own ways, they had 
grown up – and were in danger of growing apart. To address the danger of disunity the Lambeth 
Conferences were conceived as a means of maintaining unity and seeking to resolve conflict within 
what was starting to be called the Anglican Communion. The means adopted was discursive and 
voluntarist. Provinces retained their independence and Lambeth resolutions had no legislative force: it 
was a Conference and not a synod. 
218 
 
The Conferences developed a dialogic and exploratory tradition of bringing the Communion’s 
diocesan bishops together to seek their common mind on the issues of the day, finding that mind 
through debate. Implied was the acceptance of the possibility of a range of views on low-level issues. 
The relative success of the Conferences in promoting Anglican unity led the bishops to consider how 
Christian unity might be promoted. Movements towards reconciliation between Christian meant that 
Anglicans needed to define their self-understanding and the Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral came to 
be seen as the classic expression of the matters upon which Anglicans believed agreement was 
essential. 
 
Abp. Thomas Randall Davidson was associated with the Conferences throughout a remarkable career. 
His connections, longevity of service and diplomatic skills made him a commanding figure. Under his 
leadership Lambeth 6 made an appeal for Christian reunion couched in the same discursive and 
exploratory terms that the Conference Tradition itself maintained. The Appeal sought to describe the 
essentials of ecclesial life from an Anglican perspective and to engage other Christians with that 
description, not to make them Anglican but to reunite the Church. Thus the established Conference 
methodology was brought together with its previously expressed concern for unity in a ground 
breaking and innovatory approach to those beyond the Communion. 
 
The immediate consequence was to give impetus to unity discussion in Sweden, South India and 
between the major protestant churches in England, quite unlike anything that had previously occurred. 
Ultimately these exploratory approaches between the traditions led to actual schemes for union and 
intercommunion as well as, in England, a new commitment to shared social and mission work which 
is characteristic of modern English ecumenism. In time, Christians became engaged with central 
questions about nature of the One Church and the harm done to its mission by the existence of the 
disunited churches. This began to raise in their thought the possibility of a united Church through a 
discursive process of learning to understand each other better. 
 
The force of this argument leads one to assert that twenty-first century Anglicans need to learn from 
the discursive and conciliatory heritage of the Lambeth Conference tradition in order to address the 
divisive questions that face the Communion. 
 
4. How does this work contribute to contemporary study? 
The data presented about Lambeth 6 and the development of the Appeal has not previously been 
subject to critical analysis. Similarly, development and content of the Lambeth Conference Tradition 
has received insufficient attention. Anglicans seem to have lost sight of the value of the tradition’s 
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modelling of a non-coercive, collaborative, discursive approach to the exploration of theological 
disagreement. The thesis argues that this omission is unhelpful because the Appeal has a vision of 
how to heal the hurts of disunion that continues to have relevance and value to the Anglican 
Communion in the early Twenty-first Century. Therefore, part of the value of the project is that it 
reveals a hidden, but none the less significant, part of Anglican heritage in order to make it available 
for the Church as it continues to address the questions of internal and external ecumenism. The 
Appeal lies at the root of much current ecumenical endeavour and lays down an important 
methodology for it. 
 
The Appeal is particularly an Anglican attempt to make a description of the Church that was both true 
to its denominational origin but yet sought to reach towards as broad an ecclesiology as possible. Its 
ecclesiology emphasises the Church as society of faithful people that is the arena of salvation, which 
reflects and mediates the rule of God in the present. The Church brings human individuals together in 
a society that should aspire to common faith, ministry and worship. God’s will for his people is that 
they should be united even when that unity is not revealed by the actual condition of the Church. The 
hope and prayer of the faithful is that its unity will be revealed: there is a belief in the ultimate unity 
of God’s people. The Church is simultaneously a sociological, soteriological and eschatological 
phenomenon: human and divine, divided yet one, present and yet still to come. The analysis in the 
thesis reveals particular understandings of both the broad ecclesiology of the Church, and of the 
narrow ecclesiologies of the churches, in disunion. Anglicans need to understand their own vision of 
the Church before they can convey it to others and before they try to understand the ecclesial visions 
of the churches. This thesis furthers that process by clarifying aspects of Anglican ecclesiology. 
 
The raw archival data is developed through a process of theologisation into a means of understanding 
the Church and the churches. From this arises the possibility of applying such critical insights to 
address not only the Church of the past and the present but also of the future. The basis of the 
Lambeth Conference Tradition and the 1920 Appeal is a belief that the reconciliation of difference 
among the faithful is by debate, not by confrontation. The outcomes of those debates may be 
presented as a gift rather than as a piece of legislation. Agreement comes about by acceptance, not by 
coercion. This thesis invites, or perhaps challenges, the reader to reclaim something of the urgent 
enthusiasm of the Lambeth 6 bishops who had a vision of the possibility of bringing the sinful 
disunion of the Church closer to its ending. 
 
The thesis argues that the best hope of resolving the early twenty-first century conflicts within the 
Anglican Communion may be to return to its heritage of resolution by debate – not by the imposition 
of quasi-legal forms. The Conference Tradition maintains that the provinces of the Communion each 
know their own situation and cultural context best. Any resolution of the conflicts must honour that 
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localitude, alongside the catholicity of the Communion, in the context of a commitment to the 
principle of comprehension which is a key marker of Anglican ecclesiology. This thesis encourages 
the reader to consider the principles and methodology within the Lambeth Conference Tradition as a 
means to reasserting the communionhood of Anglicans, ‘that they might be one’. 
 
 
5. Where could the argument take us beyond the present writing? 
From the outset of this thesis it has been proposed that the discursive and dialectic approach that the 
Lambeth Conferences had adopted had the potential to be a methodology by which the divided 
churches might find their way back to one another. Despite the initial optimism and some limited 
achievements, the Appeal failed to bring about widespread reunion among the Christian traditions. 
Later ecumenical experience has shown, however, that the principle can be effective and that, 
therefore, the Appeal lies somewhere in the heritage of much ecumenical endeavour. 
 
We have to recognise that the conditions of 1920 and of 2020 are difficult to compare. The Anglican 
Communion has grown and changed under a range of internal and external pressures; it has become 
far more diverse and the component provinces more assertive of their individual characters. The 
Communion has long lived with a range of theological views, an increasing cultural range adds 
further dimension to its overall diversity. We could, perhaps, begin to reflect on the questions for the 
Communion that might be seen as arising from this research. For example, why was it that the 
Communion then was able to take an eirenic stance concerning the search for unity? Are the problems 
of 2020 really so much more intractable than those of 1920? The Anglicans of 1920 seem to have 
been able to gather the goodwill to address questions of external ecumenism. Can the Anglicans of 
2020 likewise engage with the questions of internal ecumenism? 
 
These are perhaps questions that are best addressed within the Communion’s internal conversations 
but for that to happen there would need to be a commitment to engagement. Such questions cannot 
easily be answered but the attempt to answer them might be a significant component in a process of 
reconciliation. Bringing these two historic loci into juxtaposition creates the possibility of fruitful 
reflection on the outworking of the principle of comprehension. If it is the case that commitment to 
comprehension is an integral component of Anglican identity, the disputant parties within the 
Communion would need to reflect deeply on how their arguments could be said to be upholding that 
identity. 
 
For the Communion to continue into the future in a recognisable form, Anglicans need to develop the 
means to understand how difference might be accommodated. The argument in this thesis has 
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suggested that a possible approach to this is to do with restatement of the principle that each province 
knows its own situation best and must minister in culturally appropriate ways within its host society. 
That local self-understanding must, however, be held in relationship with the centripetal force of 
mutual responsibility in a tradition that asserts its catholicity. Further, we have seen how Anglicans 
have, in practice, a hierarchy of beliefs that allows for divergence of thought and practice on matters 
of a relatively low order of status, things that may not be essential. The disputes of the 1920 within the 
Communion were mostly concerned with such relatively low order questions and Anglicans may, 
again, want to consider whether the disputes of 2020 actually concern matters of a higher order, or 
not. 
 
 
6. What further areas for research have been revealed by the present project? 
The thesis has revealed unexpected connections within its own data, such as the under interpreted role 
played by Weston in both the Kikuyu incident and in the Appeal’s creation. It has also revealed 
connections to other important areas of enquiry beyond itself that are worthy of further attention. 
Some of these have been put to one side because they are tangential to the argument, such as the 
question of Methodist Reunion. Others have been laid to one side because they could not be 
accommodated within the scope of the present writing, such as the question of the personal influence 
of the individual Conference Presidents. The existence of these areas of enquiry shows that the 
present project relates to a network of questions in historical theology that deserve critical 
investigation and analysis. 
 
We have seen that in the aftermath of the Great War there was a longing for fellowship and that this 
was an important influence on the bishops’ thinking. Consequently, there is an observable parallel 
process in the Conference advocating support for the League of Nations and calling for conversations 
between the Christian traditions. There has been little exploration of this convergence in the literature. 
Similarly, the question of the moral leadership given by Davidson during the conflict has not received 
attention. Davidson clearly believed that Britain was engaged in a just war indeed he spoke of the 
‘strife of God’ as a counterbalancing idea to the ‘peace of God’. Study of the relationship between his 
language and theories of the Just War would serve to illuminate a significant aspect of his 
archiepiscopate. 
 
This thesis has argued that Davidson was a moderate person whose instinct was to seek common 
ground rather than to emphasize difference. The Appeal shows its parentage by its call for the 
Christian traditions to seek one another out in dialogue. Can other Presidents of the Conference be 
said to have had the same kind of influence upon their own Conferences? Longley and Temple 
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contributed to the Conference tradition in contrasting ways as noted but is there a general principle to 
be revealed in this area? Is it possible to say what the impact of the individual President’s views and 
personality might be on the outcome of the Conferences? In this context we should note that 
Stephenson’s project to give an account of every Conference remains incomplete. There is no 
systematic study of the totality of the Conference tradition and this is becomes problematic to those 
who would write about the impact of the Conferences upon the Communion and upon its ecumenical 
partners. 
 
Did the publication of the Appeal have any impact on the movement towards Methodist reunion? Was 
it perhaps a galvanising influence or did that process have its own momentum that was left untouched 
by the urgings of the bishops? The close involvement of significant Methodist figures, such as 
Lidgett, in the talks between English Anglicans and the Free Churches seems to suggest that 
Methodist reunion and the Appeal arose within a similar milieu. There is then an important cluster of 
questions around the relationship between the broad call for reunion, the specific call of the Appeal 
and the achievement of Methodist reunion in 1930. 
 
There has been major work carried out since the mid-Twentieth Century seeking to understand the 
process of decolonisation and the impact both on colonisers and colonised. A question arises from this 
thesis about the interaction between the sense of the independence of the ecclesiastical provinces and 
developing thought about decolonisation. Such questions had barely begun to be asked in 1920, 
although there was a first recognition of the issues concerning ‘racialism’, as Weston called it in his 
speech on the resolution condemnatory of colour-prejudice, R1920/7. From this we may ask what a 
post-colonial Anglican Communion might look like and how it might operate. Similarly, despite 
English experience of the Suffrage Movement and the significant change in women’s working roles in 
wartime, issues of feminism had not begun to be addressed in the Communion – other than the 
negative views taken on the possibility of women’s ministry at Lambeth 5 and Lambeth 6. 
 
7. Reflection. 
How can the author, as an ordained Anglican writer of theology, not engage with the question of 
Anglican identity? We have to ask what the theoretical context of that engagement might be. Yet, as 
we have seen, Anglican ecclesiology is under theorised, being largely descriptive. What might help in 
the future would be for Anglican writers to develop more complex theoretical methodologies from 
which insights into the shared ecclesiological elements within the Communion might be developed. 
 
A key part of Anglican identity seems to be the tendency to approach issues reflectively; it seems not 
to be within the Anglican patrimony to have didactic statements of belief. While this has the potential 
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to be deeply frustrating for ecumenical partners – and indeed for at least some Anglicans as well – it 
gives a certain agility to the tradition’s approach to new and unexpected dilemmas. The Lambeth 
Conference Tradition offers to Anglicans of the future the suggestion that that Anglican understanding 
of any issue is to be found in the common mind of the Communion as revealed in discussion and 
debate. Such understandings, rooted in Scripture, observed through the twin lenses of tradition and 
reason and tested always against our experience of reality, yield the possibility of approaches to 
problematic issues that are able to receive the consent of as many as possible – in accordance with the 
principle of comprehension.  
 
Such answers should be consistent with the received heritage of the Anglican way and honouring of 
what might be called the Anglican particularity. However, to fully honour both comprehension and 
particularity, any such theological outcome will have to be non-coercive in nature because all our 
proposals are ultimately contingent and mutable in the face of the eschatological hope that the fullness 
of Church is yet to come. 
 
The Anglican patrimony does include the notion of excluding individuals from the Communion, as in 
the BCP provision but only on ethical grounds, ‘notorious and evil livers’, not on the grounds of 
belief. There are – as we have seen – limits on the acceptable range of belief within the Communion 
but no provision for exclusion on the basis of disagreement on low order questions, such as the gender 
of the clergy. Following this line of argument brings us towards a conclusion that it is in the Anglican 
nature to seek to be inclusive and, also, that an approach that seeks to exclude is profoundly 
unAnglican, except it be for disbelief of the highest order. For those of an authoritarian inclination 
such a stance seems uncomfortable to the point of nonsustainability, a line must be drawn, they might 
believe, but Anglican practice does not enable the drawing of such lines. 
 
Anglicans know what they believe as the consequence of an open-hearted attempt at dialogue, 
understanding that in entering into a debate implies the danger of being unable to agree. Disagreement 
does not justify exclusion – rather it is in itself an invitation to continue to work at problematic issues, 
trusting those with whom there is disagreement to hold that disagreement in honour. The heart of 
Anglican ecclesiology, therefore, must be a generous heart that enables the community to seek truth in 
partnership, even when in disagreement. 
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Appendices 
 
Appendix 1: The first letter of the Canadian bishops.837 
May it please your Grace: 
We, the Bishops, Clergy and Laity of the Province of Canada, in Triennial Synod assembled, desire to 
represent to your Grace, that in consequence of recent decisions of the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council in the well-known case respecting the Essays and Reviews, and also in the case of the 
Bishop of Natal and the Bishop of Cape Town, the minds of many members of the church have been 
unsettled or painfully alarmed; and that doctrines hitherto believed to be scriptural, undoubtedly held 
by the members of the Church of England and Ireland, have been adjudicated upon by the Privy 
Council in such a way as to lead thousands of our brethren to conclude that, according to this 
decision, it is quite compatible with membership in the Church of England to discredit the historical 
facts of Holy Scripture, and to disbelieve the eternity of future punishment; moreover, we would 
express to your Grave the intense alarm felt by many in Canada lest the tendency of the revival of the 
active powers of Convocation should lead us to drift into the status of an independent branch of the 
Catholic Church – a result which we would at the time most solemnly deplore. 
In order, therefore, to comfort the souls of the faithful, and reassure the minds of wavering members 
of the church, and to obviate, so far as may be, the suspicion whereby so many are scandalized, that 
the church is a creation of Parliament, we humbly entreat your Grace, since the assembling of a 
general council of the whole Catholic Church is at present impracticable, to convene a national synod 
of the bishops of the Anglican Church at home and abroad, who, who attended by one or more of their 
presbyters or laymen, learned in ecclesiastical law, as their advisers, may meet together, and, under 
the guidance of the Holy Ghost, take such counsel and adopt such measures as may best be fitted to 
provide for the present distress in such synod, presided over by your Grace. 
F. MONTREAL (Metropolitan, President)838 
Jas Beaven, D.D. (Prolocutor)839 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                   
837
 Herklotts 168-9. 
838
 Francis Fulford, first bishop of Montreal, later Metropolitan; the synod was held in September 1860. 
839
 Professor of Theology at Kings College, Toronto. 
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Appendix 2: Text of Abp. Longley’s invitation to the First Lambeth Conference. 840 
Right Rev. and Dear Brother, 
 
I request your presence at a meeting of the Bishops in visible communion with the United Church of England 
and Ireland, purposed (GOD willing) to be holden at Lambeth, under my presidency, on the 24th September next 
and the three following days. 
 
The circumstances under which I have resolved to issue the present invitation are these:- The Metropolitan and 
Bishops of Canada, last year, addressed to the two Houses of the Convocation of Canterbury the expression of 
their desire that I should be moved to invite the Bishops of our Indian and Colonial episcopate to meet myself 
and the Home Bishops for brotherly communion and conference. 
 
The consequence of the appeal has been that both Houses of the Convocation of my province have addressed to 
me their dutiful request that I would invite the attendance, not only of our Home and Colonial Bishops, but of all 
who are avowedly in Communion with our Church. The same request was unanimously preferred to me at a 
numerous gathering of English, Irish, and Colonial Archbishops and Bishops recently assembled at Lambeth; at 
which – I rejoice to record it – we had the counsel and concurrence of an eminent Bishop of the Church in the 
United States of America – the Bishop of Illinois.  
 
Moved by these requests, and by the expressed concurrence therein of other members both of the home and 
Colonial Episcopate, who could not be present at our meeting, I have now resolved – not I humbly trust, without 
the guidance of God the Holy Ghost – to grant this grave request, and call together the meeting thus earnestly 
desired. I greatly hope that you may be able to attend it, and to aid us with your presence and brotherly counsel 
thereat. 
 
I propose that, at our assembling, we should first solemnly seek the blessing of Almighty God on our gathering, 
by uniting together in the highest act of the Church’s worship. After this, brotherly consultations will follow. In 
these we may consider together many practical questions, the settlement of which would tend to the 
advancements of the Kingdom of our Lord and Master Jesus Christ, and to the maintenance of greater union of 
our missionary work, and to increased intercommunion among ourselves. 
 
Such a meeting would not be competent to make declarations of law or lay down definitions on points of 
doctrine. But united worship and common counsels would greatly tend to maintain practically the unity of the 
faith: whilst they would bind us in straighter bonds of peace and brotherly charity. 
 
I shall gladly receive from you a list of any subjects you may wish to suggest to me for consideration and 
discussion. Should you be unable to attend, and desire to commission any brother Bishop to speak for you, I 
shall welcome him as your representative in our united deliberations. 
 
But I must once more express my earnest hope that, on this solemn occasion, I may have the great advantage of 
your personal presence. 
 
And now I commend this proposed meeting to your fervent prayers; and, humbly beseeching the blessing of 
Almighty God on yourself and your diocese, I subscribe myself, 
 
Your faithful brother in the Lord, 
 
C.T. Cantuar. 
 
 
 
                                                   
840
  Davidson (1920) 5. 
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Appendix 3: Data on the first six Lambeth Conferences 
Although it is not a matter of great profundity, it is helpful to have some notion of the data relating to 
the Lambeth Conferences. From the first to the fourth conferences there was a slow numerical and 
proportional growth in attendance.    
Attending bishops  
Conference 
Year 
Presiding 
Abp. 
Actual 
Attendance 
Invitees % 
1867 Longley 76 144 53 
1878 Tait 100841 173 57 
1888 Benson 145 211 68 
1897 Temple 194 240 81 
1908 Davidson 242 368 66 
1920 Davidson 252 ?  
 
As the tale of the conferences grew, the ratio of bishops from the British Isles to those from overseas 
slowly changed. One should note that the home bishops included from the outset a number of bishops 
who had originally been missionary or colonial bishops but who had returned and were ministering in 
these islands under ‘Commissions’.842  
Year Total England Scotland Ireland US Missionary 
and colonial 
1867 76 18 6 5 19 24 
1878 100 35843 7 9 19 30 
1888 145 46844 6 11 29 53 
1897 194 58845 7 10 49 70 
1908 242 79846 7 12 55 89 
1920 252 74 7 10 52 103 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                   
841
 108 accepted but some were prevented from attending Morgan 74. 
842
 Davidson (1920) 51. 
843
 Including 4 ex-colonial holding commissions; ibid., p.25. 
844
 Including 6 ex-colonial holding commissions; ibid., p. 38. 
845
 Including 7 ex-colonial holding commissions; ibid.,  p. 42. 
846
 Including 14 ex-colonial holding commissions; ibid., p. 45. 
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Appendix 4: Prayers for Lambeth 1 and Lambeth 6.847 
 
Longley’s prayer for the First Conference: 
O God Almighty, Father of lights and fountain of wisdom: we humbly beseech thee that thy Holy 
Spirit may lead into all truth thy servants the Bishops [about to be] gathered together in thy name. 
Grant them grace to think and so such things as shall tend most to thy glory and the good of the Holy 
Church: direct and prosper, we pray thee, all their consultations, and further them with thy continual 
help, that the true Catholic and Apostolic faith once delivered to the Saints being maintained, thy 
Church may serve thee in all Godly quietness: through Jesus Christ Our Lord. Amen. 
 
The 1920 Prayer: 
O Almighty God, pour forth, we beseech thee, the Holy Spirit upon thy servants who shall come 
together from many lands for counsel and mutual help in the work of thy Holy Church. Grant unto 
them and  unto us abundance of wisdom and of zeal, that we may both know thy will and fulfil it with 
all our powers, to the achievement of thy kingdom and the blessing of all mankind , through Our Lord 
and Saviour Jesus Christ. Amen. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                   
847
 Riley, A *H5021.12 duplicated in *LC140. 
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Appendix 5: Abp. Longley’s letter to Whitehouse of Illinois.848 
 
Dear Bishop of Illinois, 
May you have a safe voyage across the Atlantic; and may you find all in your diocese at peace and 
abounding in the fruits of the Spirit. I shall always look back on the Conference as an important era 
in my life and Arch-episcopate. I trust that it has tended to bind the different branches of the Church 
in our Anglican Communion more closely together in the bonds of brotherly love. The Encyclical, as I 
have heard from very good authority is considered a very serious matter by Roman Catholics – 
English and Foreign; and some of them have said that the Church of Rome has never received such a 
blow since the Reformation. Then, the vehemence with which the infidel press has attacked the 
conference plainly shows the importance they attach to the movement. Altogether, I trust, we may 
thank God, and take courage. 
I must not conclude without thanking you for the important aid which you rendered to the course of 
the Conference throughout. But for your voice in February I certainly should not have had the 
courage to invite our brethren from the United States. 
I am deeply thankful that I was permitted to do so, and it will be long before the pleasing recollections 
of my intercourse with so many of them can fade from my memory. 
Believe me dear Bishop of Illinois, 
Your faithful and affectionate, 
Friend and Brother, 
C.T. Cantuar   
 
 
 
                                                   
848
 Whitehouse  (1867) 11. 
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Appendix 6: The development of the Appeal text: parallel documents. 
D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D8 
Typescript written on the night of 13th 
July, 1920 by Lang, Palmer and 
Nickson. 
The result of the Committee debate on 
Wednesday 14th July. 
 Dated 19th July; I propose that this 
means the morning of that day. 
 
Dated 19th July; I propose that this 
document was edited following the 
first committee debate. 
I propose that this typescript was 
edited by Lang after the second 
committee debate before being laid 
before Conference. D7 is the printer’s 
galley of the same and is identical. 
 
The text as published 
 
THE COMMITTEE ON  REUNION 
 
 
SEVEN PROPOSITIONS 
Agreed as commanding broad support 
in the Committee 
 
 
A STATEMENT OF OUR POSITION 
 
 
A STATEMENT OF OUR 
POSITION 
 
The Conference adopts and sends 
forth the following Appeal to all 
Christian People. 
 
AN APPEAL TO ALL CHRISTIAN 
PEOPLE 
 
The Conference adopts and sends 
forth the following Appeal to all 
Christian People. 
 
An Appeal from the bishops 
assembled in the 
Lambeth Conference of 1920  
TO ALL CHRISTIAN PEOPLE 
 
The Conference adopts and sends 
forth the following Appeal to all 
Christian People. 
 
An Appeal from the bishops 
assembled in the 
Lambeth Conference of 1920  
TO ALL CHRISTIAN PEOPLE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
c.f. paragraph 4 
   
 
 
 
 
We, Archbishops, Bishops 
Metropolitan and other bishops of the 
Holy Catholic Church in full 
communion with the Church of 
England, two hundred and fifty in 
number in Conference assembled, 
realising the responsibility which 
rests upon us at this time and sensible 
of the sympathy and prayers of many, 
both within and without our own 
communion, make this appeal to all 
Christian people. 
 
We acknowledge all those who 
believe in our Lord Jesus Christ, and 
have been baptised into the name of 
the Holy Trinity, as sharing with us 
membership in the universal Church 
of Christ which is his body. 
 
We believe that the Holy Spirit has 
called us in a very solemn and special 
manner to associate ourselves in 
penitence and prayer with all those 
who deplore the divisions of Christian 
people, and are inspired by the vision 
and hope of a visible unity of the 
whole Church. 
 
 
 
We, Archbishops, Bishops 
Metropolitan and other bishops of the 
Holy Catholic Church in full 
communion with the Church of 
England,  
 
realising the responsibility which rests 
upon us at this time and sensible of 
the sympathy and prayers of many, 
both within and without our own 
communion, make this appeal to all 
Christian people. 
 
 
(The text thereafter is identical to D6 
and D7.) 
1. The unity of the Church which is 
the body of Christ exists by His act, 
and embraces all those whom he has 
drawn into fellowship with himself,  
or is drawing, both those who have 
departed this life, and those who yet in 
it. It is the duty of the Church on earth 
at any time to devote itself to the 
purposes of God, by striving to let this 
Unity be visible in common life, 
witness, worship and service.  
1. The unity of the Church which is 
the body of Christ exists by his act, 
and embraces all those whom he has 
drawn into fellowship with himself,    
both those who have departed this life, 
and those who yet in it. It is the duty 
of the Church on earth at any time to 
devote itself to the purposes of God, 
by striving to let this       Unity be 
visible in common life, witness, 
worship and service.  
1. We believe that God wills 
fellowship. By God’s own act this 
fellowship was made in and through 
Jesus Christ. Its life is in His Spirit 
and its objective is the 
accomplishment of his will and the 
promotion of his glory.  
We believe that God intends this 
fellowship, so far as this world is 
concerned, to be an outward, visible, 
and united society,     
 
 
with its own recognised officers, using 
God-given means of grace, and 
inspiring its members to world-wide 
service.  
1. We believe that God wills 
fellowship. By God’s own act this 
fellowship was made in and through 
Jesus Christ and its life is in His Spirit.  
 
 
We believe that it is God’s purpose to 
manifest this fellowship, so far as this 
world is concerned, to be an outward, 
visible, and united society, holding one 
faith, having its own recognised 
officers, using God-given means of 
grace, and inspiring its members to the 
world-wide service of the Kingdom of 
God.                                          
 
This is what we mean by the Catholic 
1. We believe that God wills 
fellowship. By God’s own act this 
fellowship was made in and through 
Jesus Christ, and its life is in His 
Spirit.  
 
 
We believe that it is God’s purpose to 
manifest this fellowship, so far as this 
world is concerned, in an outward, 
visible, and united society, holding 
one faith, having its own recognised 
officers, using God-given means of 
grace, and inspiring its members to the 
world-wide service of the Kingdom of 
God.  
 
1. We believe that God wills 
fellowship. By God’s own act this 
fellowship was made in and through 
Jesus Christ, and its life is in His 
Spirit.  
 
 
We believe that it is God’s purpose to 
manifest this fellowship, so far as this 
world is concerned, in an outward, 
visible, and united society, holding 
one faith, having its own recognised 
officers, using God-given means of 
grace, and inspiring its members to 
the world-wide service of the 
Kingdom of God.  
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This is what we mean by the Catholic 
Church. 
 
Church. 
 
This is what we mean by the Catholic 
Church. 
 
This is what we mean by the Catholic 
Church. 
 
2. This Unity is now obscured through 
the sins and failures of Christians, 
which have led to, and still maintain, 
the divisions of Christendom. Our 
desire is   
to invite our fellow Christians to join 
in a sincere confession of these sins 
and in an earnest and deliberate 
endeavour to heal these divisions.  
 
2. This Unity is now obscured through 
the sins and failures of Christians, 
which have led to, and still maintain, 
the divisions of Christendom. Our 
desire is that we and all our fellow 
Christians                                    join 
in a sincere confession of these sins 
and in an earnest and deliberate 
endeavour to heal these divisions.  
 
 
 
Accepted. 
 
2. This united fellowship is not visible 
in the world today.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We are all organized in different 
groups, each one keeping to itself gifts 
that rightly belong to the whole 
fellowship, and tending to live its own 
life apart from the rest. 
 
2. This united fellowship is not visible 
in the world today 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Christians are organized in different 
groups, each one keeping to itself gifts 
that rightly belong to the whole 
fellowship, and tending to live its own 
life apart from the rest. 
. 
2. This united fellowship is not visible 
in the world today.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Christians are organized in different 
groups, each one keeping to itself gifts 
that rightly belong to the whole 
fellowship, and tending to live its own 
life apart from the rest. 
 
2. This united fellowship is not visible 
in the world today. On the one hand 
there are other ancient episcopal 
Communions in East and West, to 
whom ours is bound by many ties of 
common faith and tradition. On the 
other hand there are the great non-
episcopal Communions, standing for 
rich elements of truth, liberty and life 
which might otherwise have been 
obscured or neglected. With them we 
are closely linked by many affinities, 
racial, historical and spiritual. We 
cherish the earnest hope that all these 
Communions, and our own, may be 
led by the Spirit into the unity of the 
Faith and of the knowledge of the Son 
of God. But in fact we are all 
organized in different groups, each 
one keeping to itself gifts that rightly 
belong to the whole fellowship, and 
tending to live its own life apart from 
the rest. 
 
 
3. Our aim therefore, is not merely or 
mainly that some of the Churches, into 
which the one Church has been split 
up, should be united with ours, but 
that all should co-operate in 
manifesting in one visible body the 
fullness of the diverse gifts of the 
Spirit.  
 
Thus our ideal is neither the 
absorption of these Churches into one 
uniform system, nor their alliance into 
a loose federation but a living visible 
fellowship in which the various gifts 
and graces bestowed by God upon 
each shall be no longer kept in 
separateness, but used and enjoyed for 
the enrichment of the whole body.  
 
3. Our aim therefore, is not merely or 
mainly that some of the Churches, into 
which the one Church has been split 
up, should be united with ours, but 
that all should co-operate in 
manifesting in one visible body the 
fullness of the diverse gifts of the 
Spirit.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. This condition of broken fellowship 
we acknowledge to be sinful,   
and we desire frankly to confess our 
share in the guilt of thus crippling the 
Society of Christ and hindering the 
activity of His Spirit. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. We acknowledge this condition of 
broken fellowship to be contrary to 
God’s will,  
 
and we desire frankly to confess our 
share in the guilt of thus crippling the 
Body of Christ and hindering the 
activity of His Spirit. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. We acknowledge this condition of 
broken fellowship to be contrary to 
God’s will,  
 
and we desire frankly to confess our 
share in the guilt of thus crippling the 
Body of Christ and hindering the 
activity of His Spirit. 
 
3. The causes of division lie deep in 
the past, and are by no means simple 
or wholly blameworthy. Yet none can 
doubt that self-will, ambition, and 
lack of charity among Christians have 
been principal factors in the mingled 
process, and that these, together with 
blindness to the sin of disunion, are 
still mainly responsible for the 
breaches of Christendom.  
We acknowledge this condition of 
broken fellowship to be contrary to 
God’s will,  
 
and we desire frankly to confess our 
share in the guilt of thus crippling the 
Body of Christ and hindering the 
activity of His Spirit. 
 
 
4, We acknowledge all those who 
believe in our Lord Jesus Christ, and 
have been baptised into the name of 
the Holy Trinity, as sharing the 
membership in the universal Church 
of Christ, which is his body.  
 
We confess that in and through the 
existing divisions of Christendom we 
have all alike become involved in a 
state of schism, of which we have all 
need to repent, and from which we 
4, We acknowledge all those who 
believe in our Lord Jesus Christ, and 
have been baptised into the name of 
the Holy Trinity, as sharing with us 
membership in the universal Church 
of Christ, which is his body.  
 
We confess that in and through the 
existing divisions of Christendom we 
have all alike become involved in a 
state of schism, of which we have all 
need to repent, and from which we 
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must all ask to be set free.  
 
must all ask to be set free.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. The time has come, we believe, for 
all the separated groups of Christians 
to agree in forgetting the things which 
are behind and reaching out towards 
the goal of a reunited Catholic 
Church. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. The time has come, we believe, for 
all the separated groups of Christians 
to join together  in forgetting the things 
which are behind and reaching out 
towards the goal of a reunited Catholic 
Church. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.  The time has come, we believe, for 
all the separated groups of Christians 
to agree in forgetting the things which 
are behind and reaching out towards 
the goal of a reunited Catholic 
Church.  
 
4. The times call us to a new outlook 
and new measures. The Faith cannot 
be adequately apprehended and the 
battle of the Kingdom cannot be 
worthily fought while the body is 
divided, and is thus unable to grow up 
into the fullness of the life of Christ.  
The time has come, we believe, for all 
the separated groups of Christians to 
agree in forgetting the things which 
are behind and reaching out towards 
the goal of a reunited Catholic 
Church. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
3 (b) Transposed here 
Thus our ideal is neither the 
absorption of these Churches into one 
uniform system, nor their alliance into 
a loose federation but a living visible 
fellowship in which  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
the various gifts and graces bestowed 
by God upon each shall be no longer 
kept in separateness, but used and 
enjoyed for the enrichment of the 
whole body.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We have a vision of many groups 
retaining their own systems, while 
combining in one organic fellowship,  
 
 
 
 
in which all the treasures of faith and 
order, possessed at present separately, 
may find full scope and be available 
for the whole body. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We have a vision of many groups 
retaining their own systems, while 
combining in one organic fellowship,  
 
 
 
 
in which all the treasures of faith and 
order, possessed at present separately, 
may find full scope and be available 
for the whole body. 
 
The removal of the barriers which 
have arisen between them will only be 
brought about by a new comradeship 
of those whose faces are definitely set 
this way. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We have a vision of many groups 
retaining their own systems, while 
combining in one organic fellowship,  
 
 
 
 
in which all the treasures of faith and 
order, possessed at present separately 
may find full scope and be available 
for the whole body. 
 
The removal of the barriers which 
have arisen between them will only be 
brought about by a new comradeship 
of those whose faces are definitely set 
this way. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The vision which rises before us is 
that of a Church, genuinely Catholic, 
loyal to all Truth, and gathering into 
its fellowship all ‘who profess 
themselves Christians’ within whose 
visible unity all the treasures of faith 
and order, bequeathed as a heritage by 
the past to the present, shall be 
possessed in common, and made 
serviceable to the whole Body of 
Christ. Within this unity Christian 
Communions now separated from one 
another would retain much that has 
long been distinctive in their methods 
of worship and service. It is through a 
rich diversity of life and devotion that 
the unity of the whole fellowship will 
be fulfilled. 
 
 
  5. This means an adventure of 
goodwill and  
 
 
 
 
to this adventure we are now called. 
5. This means an adventure of 
goodwill and  
 
 
 
 
to this adventure we are now called. 
5. This means an adventure of 
goodwill and  
 
 
 
 
to this adventure we are convinced 
that God is now calling all the 
members of His Church. 
 
5. This means an adventure of 
goodwill and still more of faith, for 
nothing less is required than a new 
discovery of the creative resources of 
God. To this adventure we are 
convinced that God is now calling all 
the members of His Church. 
 
 
 
5. We believe that the visible unity of 
the Church will be found to involve at 
least  
 
5. We believe that the visible unity of 
the Church will be found to involve at 
least  
 
6. We believe that the visible unity of 
the Church will be found to involve 
the whole-hearted acceptance of :- 
 
6. We believe that the visible unity of 
the Church will be found to involve 
the whole-hearted acceptance of :- 
 
6. We believe that the visible unity of 
the Church will be found to involve 
the whole-hearted acceptance of :- 
 
6. We believe that the visible unity of 
the Church will be found to involve 
the whole-hearted acceptance of :- 
 
a. the acceptance of the canonical 
scriptures of the old and new 
Testaments as containing all things 
necessary to salvation, and the Nicene 
Creed 
 
 
a. the acceptance of the canonical 
scriptures of the old and new 
Testaments as containing all things 
necessary to salvation, and the Nicene 
Creed  
 
 
a.  The Holy Scriptures as the record 
of God’s revelation of Himself to man,  
                                                                  
 
 
 
 
a. The Holy Scriptures as the record of 
God’s revelation of Himself to man, 
and as being the rule and ultimate 
standard of faith  
 
 
 
a. The Holy Scriptures as the record of 
God’s revelation of Himself to man, 
and as being the rule and ultimate 
standard of faith  
 
 
 
a. The Holy Scriptures as the record 
of God’s revelation of Himself to 
man, and as being the rule and 
ultimate standard of faith;  
 
 
 
 
241 
 
as the sufficient statement of the 
Christian faith;  
as the sufficient statement of the 
Christian faith;  
and the Creed commonly called 
Nicene; 
and the Creed commonly called 
Nicene; 
and the Creed commonly called 
Nicene; 
and the Creed commonly called 
Nicene, as the sufficient statement of 
the Christian faith, and either it or the 
Apostles’ Creed as the Baptismal 
confession of belief; 
 
b. the acceptance of the two 
Sacraments of Baptism and the 
Supper of the Lord, as ordained by 
Christ himself,  
 
b. the acceptance of the two Sacraments 
of Baptism and the Supper of the Lord, 
as ordained by Christ himself,  
b. The corporate life of the whole 
fellowship as expressed for all in the 
divinely instituted sacraments of 
Baptism and the Holy Communion; 
with wide liberty for each group to 
authorise such additional rites and 
customs of worship and devotion as 
are found by experience to minister to 
its spiritual needs. 
 
b. The corporate life of the whole 
fellowship as expressed for all in the 
divinely instituted sacraments of 
Baptism and the Holy Communion; 
b.The corporate life of the whole 
fellowship as expressed for all in the 
divinely instituted sacraments of 
Baptism and the Holy Communion; 
b. The divinely instituted sacraments 
of Baptism and the Holy Communion, 
as expressing for all the corporate life 
of the whole fellowship in and with 
Christ; 
 
and c. A common ministry which 
possesses  
 
the commission of Christ and the 
authority of the whole Body. This 
common ministry, we believe, can 
only be secured through episcopal 
ordination.  
c. A common ministry which possesses  
 
 
the commission of Christ and the 
authority of the whole body. This  
common ministry, we believe, can only 
be secured through episcopal 
ordination.  
 
Accepted but with a need to refer to 
refer to confirmation in (b). 
 
c. A ministry acknowledged by every 
part of the Church as possessing  
 
the commission of Christ and the 
authority of the whole body. 
Consideration alike of history and of 
present experience point to the 
Episcopate as the one means of 
providing such a ministry. 
c. A  ministry acknowledged by every 
part of the Church as possessing  
 
the commission of Christ and the 
authority of the whole body. 
Consideration alike of history and of 
present experience point to the 
Episcopate as the one means of 
providing such a ministry. 
c. A  ministry acknowledged by every 
part of the Church as possessing  
 
the commission of Christ and the 
authority of the whole body.  
Consideration alike of history and of 
present reality point to the Episcopate 
as the one means of providing such a 
ministry. 
c. A ministry acknowledged by every 
part of the Church as possessing not 
only the inward call of the Spirit, but 
also the commission of Christ and the 
authority of the whole body. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. While expressing this belief with 
regard to the authority necessary for 
the Ministry of the whole Church, we 
yet gladly acknowledge, that God has 
been pleased to confer gifts of his 
Holy Spirit upon the Ministry of 
Churches which have not accepted 
Episcopal ordination, and to use the 
Sacraments administered in them as 
effectual means of grace.  
 
7. We believe that the acceptance of 
the Historic Episcopate would not 
only secure for the whole Church a 
common Ministry, but also prove  
 
 
in the future as in the past, to be a 
powerful means of maintaining the 
unity and continuity of the Church.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. While expressing this belief with 
regard to the authority necessary for 
the ministry of the whole Church, we 
yet gladly acknowledge, that God has 
been pleased to confer gifts of his 
Holy Spirit upon the ministry of 
Churches which have not accepted 
episcopal ordination, and to use the 
sacraments administered in them as 
effectual means of grace.  
 
7. We believe that the acceptance of 
the Historic Episcopate would not 
only secure for the whole Church a 
common ministry, but also prove 
  
 
in the future as in the past, to be a 
powerful means of maintaining the 
unity and continuity of the Church.  
 
 
Accepted 4 dissenting. 
 
7. We confidently claim a place by the 
side of the ancient Episcopal 
communities of East and West, 
awaiting hopefully such mutual re-
union we will again unite us in 
completeness of fellowship.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We believe that in the future as in the 
past, the Episcopate  
 
will prove to be the most effective 
means of maintaining the unity and 
continuity of the Church. 
                                                                  
But  
we greatly desire that the office of a 
bishop should be increasingly 
exercised in a representative and 
constitutional manner in accordance 
with the ideals of the early and 
undivided Church. 
7. We confidently claim a place by the 
side of the ancient Episcopal 
communities of East and West, 
awaiting hopefully such mutual re-
union we will again unite us in 
completeness of fellowship.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We believe that in the future as in the 
past, the Episcopate  
 
will prove to be the most effective 
means of maintaining the unity and 
continuity of the Church. 
                                                                  
But  
we greatly desire that the office of a 
bishop should be increasingly 
exercised in a representative and 
constitutional manner in accordance 
with the ideals of the early and 
undivided Church. 
7. We confidently claim a place by the 
side of the ancient Episcopal 
communities of East and West, 
awaiting hopefully such mutual re-
union we will again unite us in 
completeness of fellowship.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We believe that in the future as in the 
past, the Episcopate  
 
will prove to be the most effective 
means of maintaining the unity and 
continuity of the Church. 
                                                                  
But  
we greatly desire that the office of a 
bishop should be everywhere 
exercised in a representative and 
constitutional manner in accordance 
with the ideals of the early and 
undivided Church. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7. May we not reasonably claim that 
the Episcopate is the one means of 
providing such a ministry? It is not 
that we call in question for a moment 
the spiritual reality of the ministries 
of those Communions which do not 
possess the Episcopate. On the 
contrary we thankfully acknowledge 
that these ministries have been 
manifestly blessed and owned by the 
Holy Spirit as effective means of 
grace. But we submit that 
considerations alike of history and of 
present experience justify the claim 
which we make on behalf of the 
Episcopate. Moreover, we would urge 
that it is now and will prove to be in 
the future the best instrument for  
                                                                 
maintaining the unity and continuity 
of the Church.  
                                                                 
 
 
 
 
But  
we greatly desire that the office of a 
bishop should be everywhere 
exercised in a representative and 
constitutional manner,  
 
and more truly express all that ought 
to be involved for the life of the 
 
242 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Christian family in the title of Father-
in-God. Nay more, we eagerly look 
forward to the day when through its 
acceptance in a united Church we 
may all share in that grace which is 
pledged to the members of the whole 
body in the apostolic rite of the 
laying-on of hands, and in the joy and 
fellowship of a Eucharist in which as 
one Family we may together, without 
any doubtfulness of mind, offer to the 
one Lord our worship and service. 
 
     8. We believe that for all, the truly 
equitable approach to union is by the 
way of mutual deference to one 
another’s consciences. To this end, 
we who send forth this appeal would 
say that if the authorities of other 
Communions should so desire, we are 
persuaded that, terms of union having 
been otherwise satisfactorily adjusted, 
Bishops and clergy of our 
Communion would willingly accept 
from these authorities a form of 
commission or recognition which 
would commend our ministry to their 
congregations, as having its place in 
the one family life. It is not in our 
power to know how far this 
suggestion may be acceptable to those 
to whom we offer it. We can only say 
that we offer it in all sincerity as a 
token of our longing that all ministries 
of grace, theirs and ours, shall be 
available for the service of our Lord 
in a united Church. 
It is our hope that the same motive 
would lead ministers who have not 
received it to accept a commission 
through episcopal ordination, as 
obtaining for them a ministry 
throughout the whole fellowship. In 
so acting no one of us could possibly 
be taken to repudiate his past 
ministry. God forbid that any man 
should repudiate a past experience 
rich in spiritual blessings for himself 
and others. Now would any of us be 
dishonouring the Holy Spirit of God, 
Whose call led us to perform them. 
We shall be publicly and formally 
seeking additional recognition of a 
new call to wider service in a reunited 
Church, and imploring for ourselves 
God’s grace and strength to fulfil the 
same. 
 
  8. We want this ministry to be 
available for the whole fellowship. On 
the other hand, we desire to share in 
the inheritance of Grace held in trust 
by the other groups; and should the 
authorities of those groups so desire 
we are persuaded that                              
Bishops and clergy of our communion 
would be willing to accept formally 
from them  
8. The moral leadership exercised by 
the Catholic Church in days to come  
depends upon the readiness with 
which each separated group is 
prepared to make sacrifices for the 
sake of a common fellowship, a 
common ministry and a common 
service to the world. 
 
8. The moral leadership exercised by 
the Catholic Church in days to come  
depends upon the readiness with 
which each separated group is 
prepared to make sacrifices for the 
sake of a common fellowship, a 
common ministry and a common 
service to the world. 
 
9. The spiritual leadership of the 
Catholic Church in days to come, for 
which the world is manifestly waiting, 
depends upon the readiness with 
which each group is prepared to make 
sacrifices for the sake of a common 
fellowship,  
a common ministry and a common 
service to the world. 
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some suitable recognition or 
commission which would commend 
our ministry as having its place in one 
family life. 
 
   This Appeal we make to all who love 
our Lord Jesus Christ in sincerity. 
 
19th July, 1920 
This Appeal we make to all who love 
our Lord Jesus Christ in sincerity. 
 
19th July, 1920 
We place this ideal first and foremost 
before ourselves and our own people. 
We call upon them to make the effort 
to meet the demands of a new age 
with a new outlook. To all other 
Christian people whom our words 
may reach we make the same appeal. 
We do not ask that any one 
Communion should consent to be 
absorbed in another. We do ask that 
all should unite in a new and great 
endeavour to recover and to manifest 
to the world the unity of the Body of 
Christ for which he prayed. 
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Appendix 7: Reactions to Lambeth 6 in the secular and denominational press. 
The Lambeth press file shows that press response to Lambeth 6 was muted. Bell’s sparse press 
releases must have done little to encourage interest.849 A more substantial release went out on the 
Wednesday following the end of the Conference with most of the papers using it on August 12th. For 
example the Manchester Guardian carried a short piece; while it does hail the ‘new idea’ contained in 
the Appeal, the rest of the item is simply reprints the press release.850 A few days later it had a longer 
piece reviewing Conference Report, which it regarded as interesting and promising. The substance of 
each of the seven sections, it says, is: ‘skilfully written, well condensed and expressed with 
moderation and the utmost sweet reasonableness ... the whole thing displays in a high degree the 
Anglican genius for caution and accommodation’.849 
The Daily Mail gave brief coverage of the Appeal but of little else in its four column inches; it does 
quote the paragraph setting out the call to share the vision of reunion which it rounds out with an 
optimistic quote from Woods, as Conference Secretary.850  
Dr. Meyer, the Secretary of the FCEFC, was interviewed by  the Morning Post on August 13th and 
while he says that he was sympathetic to the Appeal he was concerned about what expectation was 
being laid on Free Church members by Anglicans and that the reunion project was imperilled by ‘the 
talk of re-ordination’.851 The Yorkshire Post concentrated on the part played by ‘our’ archbishop, 
Lang; it says, for example, that the quire of York Minster was full on the following Sunday to hear 
Lang preaching on the significance of the resolutions but without any editorial view of them.852 The 
Western Mail acclaimed the Appeal as potentially ‘epoch-making’.853 
The denominational press was more interested in the outcomes of the Conference with the exception 
of the Catholic Times – a cutting sent to Lambeth with the ‘compliments of the editor’ – dismisses the 
Conference in 3 column inches, saying that, ‘no-one can have confidence in Anglican prelates on 
account of their blindness to the wrongs done by the State’854. The three Methodist newspapers were 
more welcoming; the Methodist Times editorial says, ‘few will read the Recommendations without 
feeling that they express a purpose to make a fresh start in the treatment of the matter [of reunion]’. 855 
The United Methodist welcomes the new conception of a reuniting Catholic Church ‘to which every 
church should bring its own contribution’.856 The President of the Primitive Methodist Conference 
wrote a positive commentary on the Conference as the front page centre piece of his paper.857  
 
 
 
                                                   
849 
*LC138. 
850
 *LC138:9 Manchester Guardian 12.08.1920. 
849
 *LC138:15 Manchester Guardian 14.08.1920. 
850
 *LC138:10 Daily Mail 12.08.1920. 
851
 *LC138:11 Morning Post 13.08.1920. 
852
 *LC138:19 Yorkshire Post 16.08.1920. 
853
 *LC138:20 Western Times 16.08.1920. 
854
 *LC138:14 Catholic Times 14.08.1920. 
855
 *LC138:22 Methodist Times 19.08.1920. 
856
 *LC138:23 United Methodist 19.08.1920. 
857
 *LC138:25 Primitive Methodist 19.08.1920. 
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Appendix 8: Membership List for the Joint Conference on Church Reunion 1920-1925 
Anglican 
 
Aps. Davidson and Lang*; Bps. Winnington-Ingram of London, 
Donaldson of Salisbury*, Frere of Truro858*, Kempthorn of Lichfield, 
Smith of Hereford, Strong of Ripon*, Headlam of Glos.*, Woods of 
Winchester859 and Talbot of Winchester.860 
Baptist 
 
Revds.  Charles Brown*, J.C. Carlisle, W.Y. Fullerton, J.H. 
Shakespeare*; Mr. Herbert Marnham and Rt. Hon. Walter Runciman, 
M.P. 
Congregational  
 
Revds. Sidney M. Berry, A.E. Garvie*, J.D. Jones*, W.B. Selbie,  
Thomas Yates and the Rt Hon J.H. Whitley, P.C., M.P.861 
Moravian  
 
Bishop H. R. Mumford 
Presbyterian 
 
Revds. R.C. Gillie, Alexander Ramsey, W.L. Robertson*,  
P. Carnegie Simpson* 
Primitive Methodist 
 
Revds. J.T. Barkby, S. Horton and Prof A.J. Peake862* 
United Methodist 
 
Revds. T. Nightingale, Henry Smith 
Sir Walter Essex 
Wesleyan Methodist 
 
Revds. Walter H. Armstrong, W.T. Davison, J. Scott Lidgett*, J. Alfred 
Sharp, F.L. Wiseman and Sir Henry Lunn863 
 
* Members of the Joint sub-committee formed in 1925 to complete the final documents. 
Members were appointed on the Free Church side according to approximate strengths of the 
denominations, illustrating Methodist dominance at the time; the lay membership of the Free Church 
side included some prominent and accomplished persons. 
  
                                                   
858
 Joined on consecration. 
859
 Joined on consecration replacing Bp. Talbot. 
860
 Retired as bishop of Winchester 1923, d. 1924. 
861
 Speaker of the House of Commons from 1921. 
862
 Author of the one-volume Bible Commentary. 
863
 Wrote occasionally under the pen name of ‘John Wesley’. 
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Appendix 9: A note on Ritualism 
Ritualism is the short-hand expression for the use of garments, gestures, actions and prayers that went 
beyond the stated requirement of BCP. The controversy that arose over ritualistic practice was fuelled 
by a lack of clarity as to the actual requirements.  A direction in the preamble to BCP Morning Prayer, 
known as the Ornaments Rubric, stated that the ornaments and practices of the Church of England 
were to be as in the second year of King Edward 6th.864 Unfortunately, it was uncertain what the 
practice of the Church of England was at that time. Anglo-Catholic Ecclesiologists, especially those 
of the Alcuin Club, undertook retailed research that showed that the Church of England at that time 
did not look like a Protestant Church.865 Members of NCPU, on the other hand insisted that only those 
actions and ornaments specifically sanctioned by BCP should be used. 
Parliament – at the motion of Abp. Tait in 1874 – enacted the Public Worship Regulation Act with the 
expectation that it would prevent the further spread of certain behaviours during worship that were 
held to be against the letter and spirit of the directions made in the Book of Common Prayer. A court 
was established to deal with such irregularities. Those of a Protestant persuasion were clear that many 
such behaviours, dear to the followers of the Oxford Movement, were now to be demonstrated as 
illegal and used the Act to oblige diocesan bishops to take action against clergy who conducted 
worship in ways Protestant Anglicans believed to be inappropriate. The act was accepted by the 
bishops as being the least damaging proposal of a number that were being promoted, not least by the 
Queen who regarded the Protestant Reformation as being under threat. The bishops seem to have felt 
that the strength of the Act was that it did not make stipulation as to what was, or was not, legal but 
only provided a process whereby causes could be tested.866 
There were a number of prosecutions and five priests were imprisoned. 
At a trivial level one might say that Fr. Arthur Tooth was sent to prison for having too many candles 
on his altar but at the same time his prosecution under the Act gives insight into the wider processes at 
work. The legal reason for his incarceration was that he was in contempt of Court. Lord Penzance, 
who was also Dean of the Court of Arches, where competence to determine such matters had 
previously lain, made directions in the new court established by the Act as to the manner in which 
worship was to be conducted at St. James, Hatcham in South London (Rochester Diocese). Fr. Tooth 
declined to comply and was subsequently found contumacious and imprisoned; worship was 
thereafter conducted by a series of outside priests in accordance with the court’s decisions regarding 
ceremonial.867  
Anglo-Catholic clergy summonsed under the Act refused to acknowledge the authority of the new 
court because it was a civil court, not an ecclesiastical one, and so repugnant to their principles. In 
point of fact they also refused to defer to the Court of Arches because appeal from that ecclesiastical 
                                                   
864‘The Morning and Evening Prayer shall be used in the accustomed Place of the Church, Chapel, or Chancel; 
except it shall be otherwise determined by the Ordinary of the Place. And the Chancels shalt remain as they 
have done in times past. And here is to be noted, that such Ornaments of the Church, and of the Ministers 
thereof, at all Times of their Ministration, shall be retained, and be in use, as were in this Church of England, by 
the Authority of Parliament, in the Second Year of the Reign of King Edward the Sixth.’ 
865
 Ecclesiologists in the original sense of students of church ornaments and furnishings. 
866
 Chadwick 2/324. 
867
 Penzance, a distinguished matrimonial lawyer, came out of retirement to accept the role of Judge in the new 
court, he was hampered by the poor drafting of the Act and twice obliged to appeal from the Queen’s Bench to 
the Lords to clarify his powers to issue monitions and contempt proceedings; the legal issues with the Act 
appear to have been as problematic as the ecclesiological; Rigg, JM (Art.) James Plaistow Wilde, ODNB 
Online, accessed 12 November 2013. 
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court was to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council – a civil authority. Public discontent at the 
sight of principled clergy being taken off to prison made the Act unworkable as bishops declined to 
play their apparent role as persecutors of conscience. The Jewish World, for example, referred to 
Tooth’s incarceration as a ‘spectacle as revolting as it is melancholy’.868 The satirical magazine Funny 
Folks preferred to quip punningly about Anglo-Catholics fighting on ‘Tooth and Dale’, referring to 
two of the Anglo-Catholic ‘confessors’.869 
The Act gave bishops the right to grant stay of prosecution, which they increasingly used to the point 
that no further prosecutions took place. The failure to prosecute was challenged in the secular courts 
and found to be secure. An attempt to overthrow this in the Commons was defeated and so the Act 
became disreputable and a dead letter.870 The final skirmish was the prosecution of King of Lincoln, 
as an attempt to force the bishops to act. 
Thus, we may see a process at work whereby Tait, as a member of the House of Lords, was able to 
introduce primary legislation as a private member’s bill. Endorsed by both Houses it became part of 
the Statute Law. The law failed to be effective because it took no account of the way in which 
ecclesiological sentiment within the Church of England had developed – rather than being honoured 
for its legal status, the Act instead was seen as repugnant because of its imposition on a Church 
community which had had no say in its development, despite the involvement of its leading figure. 
The bill was not laid before Convocation for debate, even though convocation was arguably the 
proper place for the matter to be addressed, and had ordinarily been consulted over such matters 
before its long years of inactivity.871  
The resolution of the Ritualist controversy was achieved by the appointment of a Royal Commission, 
after discrete work by Davidson, which contrived to please all sides by declaring that many Anglo-
Catholic practices were illegal but at the same time stated that the law was no longer adequate for the 
practice of the Church of England. Parliament made no further intervention in the regulation of 
worship until the controversy over the 1927 and 1928 Deposited Books:872 full discussion of those 
events is beyond the scope of this thesis but we may note that although Parliament declined to 
authorise the Deposited Book of 1928, the diocesan bishops used their own undoubted liturgical 
authority to permit its use regardless and faced no major challenge over their decision.873 The present 
Canon B8 describes the range of acceptable vesture of ministers at the time of Divine Service, giving 
clergy the right to follow their consciences but with an obligation to consult with their Parochial 
Church Councils. 
 
 
 
                                                   
868
 John Bull 17 February1877. 
869
 Fr. Pelham Dale and Fr. Arthur Tooth; Funny Folks (London), 20 October 1880; 370. 
870
 The Act remained in force until struck down by the Ecclesiastical Jurisdiction (No.1) Measure of 1963. 
871
 Cf. Chadwick 2/361. 
872
 The proposed Prayer Books were referred to as having been Deposited in the Parliamentary libraries. 
873
 Hastings 202ff. gives a sure-footed guide to the complexities of these events. 
